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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE 




STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of BANNOCK ) 
I, Bron M. Rammell, being first duly sworn, depose and say: 
1. I make the following statements based upon my personal knowledge. 
2. I am the attorney for Defendant, Torey Adamcik. 
3. Attached hereto is a DVD containing the January 10, 2007 channel 6 news 
story regarding Torey Adamcik's knife. 
4. After the news release, several people approached me and asked about the 
knife. Some express feelings that they believe the State is looking for 
evidence in the Nori Jones Murder. Others express concern that I am 
forced to defend someone who the State seemingly has already proven 
AFFlDAVlT OF BRON M. RAMMELL - CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE - PAGE 1 
2007. 
guilty. In fact, the question has been asked on several occasions why we 
even need a trial, since the evidence is overwhelming. 
5. Also attached is the written news release from the channel 6 website 
regarding the contents of the story. 
6. Various news correspondents have asked me point blank, why the 
prosecutor's office discusses such things with them. They are aware of 
the ethical rules and have expressed concern over the integrity of a judicial 
system that would allow the State to make comments about evidence (the 
video tape), and a personal belief of guilt (as demonstrated in an earlier 
interview with the Prosecutor's office) of an accused before trial. 
7. Our system is supposed to ensure that Torey Adamcik receive a fair and 
impartial Trial by ajury of his peers. 
8. It is impossible to have such a trial in Bannock County at this juncture, 
because of the dissemination of extra-judicial information by the State in 
this case, that has heightened public condemnation of Torey Adamcik. 
9. A Gag Order is necessary, because the continued dissemination of 
information may lead to the inability of the Adamciks to get a fair trial 
anywhere in Idaho. 
FURTHER AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT 
DATED this 16th day of January, 2007. 





STATE OF IDAHO . PIVA 
UBLIC OF IDAHO 
Residing in: Pocatello, Idaho 
Commission Expires: 08/30/2011 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this date a copy of the Affidavit of Bron M Rammel! was 
served on the following named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner 
indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
Randall Schulties 
David Martinez 
Bannock County Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, ID 83205 
DATED this ~ay of January, 2007. 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ttfand Delivery 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ j-tfand Deli very 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
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Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 




Defendant Torey Adamcik, by and through his counsel of record, Bron M. 
Rammell, of the firm Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd., hereby respectfully submits this 
Memorandum in Support Motion of Motion for Gag Order and Sanctions. 
I. STATEMENT OF FACTS 
On January 10,2007, at approximately 9:16 a.m., Torey Adamcik's attorneys 
received a Motion to perform Testing on Limited Evidence via facsimile. 
The Motion was vague. It contained no detail about what was to be tested, where, 
how or why. Adamcik's counsel filed a Motion for More Definite Statement, in 
order to address the motion. 
Lf7~ 
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The prosecutor's office made no attempt, prior to filing their motion, or after, to 
discuss the matter with Counsel for Adamcik. I 
Despite never sharing any detail with the accused in this case, the Prosecutor's 
office provided evidentiary details to local t.v. (NBC channel6). 
In the Channel 6 broadcast, which first aired at 10:00 p.m., January 10,2007, the 
prosecutors informed channel 6 correspondents that the Prosecutors wanted to run 
tests on a knife found in a room of "one of the suspects." The Prosecutor 
expounded that there were tiny specks of "an unknown substance" on the knife, 
which belonged to Torey Adamcik. The Prosecutor further stated that the alleged 
evidence was so minute, that there wouldn't be any left after testing. 
None of this information was provided to the court or to Defense Counsel. 
This is not the first time evidentiary issues have been disclosed to the news media 
contrary to Professional and Ethical obligations set forth in the Idaho Rules of 
Professional Conduct, and in contravention of the spirit of this court's prior orders 
regarding release of the Preliminary Hearing Transcript. 
a. ARGUMENT 
Idaho Rule of Professional Conduct 3.6 prohibits disseminating information that 
a lawyer reasonably should know will materially prejudice an adjudicative proceeding. 
The rule sets forth 7 exceptions. None of the 7 exceptions apply in this case. Rule 8.4 
states that it is "professional misconduct" for a lawyer to ... "engage in conduct that is 
prejudicial to the administration of justice. Rule 3.8 places "special responsibilities" on a 
prosecutor as a "minister of justice and not simply that of an advocate." Rule 3.8 
comments. 
L/73 
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In this case, there was no legitimate reason to disseminate information about the 
testing to the media. Circumstances clearly show that the only reason the information 
was leaked was to bring inappropriate publicity to this case; creating the very prejudice 
the Rules of Professional Responsibility are designed to prevent The following proves 
the premise: 
First, no policy of the law supports dissemination of the information. The 
comment to Rule 3.6 addresses those policies: "The public has a right to know about 
threats to its safety and measures aimed at assuring its security." This right is irrelevant 
in this case. Torey Adamcik is in the County jail, under such high scrutiny, that he only 
receives approximately 1-3 hours a day out of his celL 
Second, the Public "has a legitimate interest in the conduct of judicial 
proceedings." The detail provided to the media in this case has nothing to do with the 
conduct of a judicial proceeding. The detail has to do with information the prosecutor 
ultimately hopes will bolster their case against the defendant It is a comment on the 
evidence. Such a comment is improper. 
The 7 exceptions in Rule 3.6 basically address these public policy concerns. 
Because none of the 7 exceptions apply, further scrutiny of the public commentary is 
necessary. 
Perhaps the most disturbing part of the public commentary is its clear disregard 
for the principles espoused in Rule 3.8(f), which states: 
" (I) except for statements that are necessary to inform the public of the nature and extent of the 
prosecutor's action and that serve a legitimate law enforcement purpose, refrain from making extrajudicial 
comments that have a substantial likelihood of heightening public condemnation of the accused and 
exercise reasonable care to prevent investigators, law enforcement personnel, employees or other persons 
assisting or associated with the prosecutor in a criminal case from making an extrajudicial statement that 
the prosecutor would be prohibited from making under Rule 3.6 or this Rule." [emphasis added] 
While telling the media that an "unknown substance" was found on a knife 
belonging to Torey Adamcik does not protect the public's safety, and it doesn't ensure 
~7L/ 
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that this court is following legal processes properly, the information does titillate the 
public. Several people approached counsel for the Adamcik within 48 hours of the news 
release and expressed concern or condolences for yet another difficult obstacle to 
overcome.2 Imagine the concern, when Adamcik's counsel and Adamcik's family first 
heard of the details from the news program or from acquaintances who saw the program. 
Some people immediately assume the State has found evidence implicating 
Adamcik in the Nori Jones Murder. Others assume the State has found yet another vital 




A criminal case of this magnitude is difficult enough without the unethical 
dissemination of information that is not even evidence. The community presumption that 
Adamcik must be guilty of something, or he would not have been arrested and be held 
without bail is inflammatory enough. Will the prosecutor be so zealous in approaching 
the media, apologizing to the family, once it is determined that the knife they spoke so 
freely to the media about, has no relevance to the incidents alleged in this case? Even if 
they did, which is unlikely, how do the words get unsaid? 
The Prosecutor's office apparently needs reminding that they are "ministers of 
justice." They have a great trust given to them. They owe justice to the Adamcik family 
and their other children (as well as to the general public), who must go to school and face 
the realities of thoughtless and self-promoting comments by the State. 
Do the Prosecutor's comments have a likelihood of heightening public 
condemnation of the accused? What other purpose was there in leaking the information? 
The News media certainly recognizes the problem. They have specifically 
commented that they wonder why the Prosecutor's office feels they can comment so 
freely on the evidence. They are aware of the written ethical obligations of the office. 
2 See Affidavit of Bron Rammell 
-¥?~ 
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Allowing the Prosecutor's office to continue to make inflammatory extra-judical 
statements does a disservice to the entire community and to the judicial system. 
Perhaps one reasonable remedy to the problem (on top of the Gag Order) is for 
the prosecutors to be caused to release to the media the cost to Bannock County created 
by the need to change venue in this case because of the comments on the evidence 
(including the video tape); something that could have potentially been avoided had the 
prosecutor's office elected to let the jury hear the case in due course. 
III. CONCLUSION 
It is clear that the State will not refrain from improperly commenting on the investigation 
and its hoped for evidence in this case without a "gag" Order. Torey Adamcik and his 
family are entitled to a fair trial. The Idaho Rules of Professional Conduct set forth some 
basic guidelines to ensure that the rules of evidence are not nullified by the use of media. 
The state should be precluded from commenting further in this case, and should 
apologize to the Adamciks for breaching their duties to the public. 
DATED this ~ay of January, 2007. 
CERTIFICATE 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHTD. 
Attorneys for Defendant 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Gag Order and Sanctions was served on the following named persons at the addresses 
shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 




[ ] U.S. Mail 
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Randall Schulties 
David Martinez 
Bannock County Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello,1D 83205 
DATED this li day of January, 2007 
-9''/7 
[ ~ ~_a~le 
[~and Delivery 
I ] u.s. Mail 
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RULE 3.6 TRIAL PUBLICITY 
(a) A lawyer who is participating or has participated in the investigation or litigation of a matter shalf 
not make an extrajudicial statement that the lawyer knows or reasonably should know will be 
disseminated by means of public communication and will have a substantial likelihood of materially 
prejudicing an adjudicative proceeding in the matter. 
(b) Notwithstanding paragraph (a), a lawyer may state: 
(1) the claim, offense or defense involved and, except when prohibited by law, the identity of the 
persons involved; 
(2) information contained in a public record; 
(3) that an investigation of a matter is in progress; 
(4) the scheduling or result of any step in litigation; 
(5) a request for assistance in obtaining evidence and information necessary thereto; 
(6) a warning of danger concerning the behavior of a person involved, when there is reason to believe 
that there exists the likelihood of substantial harm to an individual or to the public interest; and 
(7) in a criminal case, in addition to subparagraphs (1) through (6): 
(i) the identity, residence, occupation and family status of the accused; 
(ii) if the accused has not been apprehended, information necessary to aid in apprehension of that 
person; 
(iii) the fact, time and place of arrest; and 
(iv) the identity of investigating and arresting officers or agencies and the length of the investigation. 
(c) Notwithstanding paragraph (a), a lawyer may make a statement that a reasonable lawyer would 
believe is required to protect a client from the substantial undue prejudicial effect of recent publicity 
not initiated by the lawyer or the lawyer's client. A statement made pursuant to this paragraph shall be 
limited to such information as is necessary to mitigate the recent adverse publicity. 
(d) No lawyer associated in a firm or government agency with a lawyer subject to paragraph (a) shall 
make a statement prohibited by paragraph (a). 
Commentary 
[1] It is difficult to strike a balance between protecting the right to a fair trial and safeguarding the 
right of free expression. Preserving the right to a fair trial necessarily entails some curtailment of the 
information that may be disseminated about a party prior to trial, particularly where trial by jury is 
involved. If there were no such limits, the result would be the practical nullification of the protective 
effect of the rules of forensic decorum and the exclusionary rules of evidence. On the other hand, there 
are vital social interests served by the free dissemination of information about events having legal 
consequences and about legal proceedings themselves. The public has a right to know about threats to 
its safety and measures aimed at assuring its security. It also has a legitimate interest in the conduct 
of judicial proceedings, particularly in matters of general public concern. Furthermore, the subject 
matter of legal proceedings is often of direct significance in debate and deliberation over questions of 
public policy. 
[2] Special rules of confidentiality may validly govern proceedings in juvenile, domestic relations and 
mental disability proceedings, and perhaps other types of litigation. Rule 3.4(c) requires compliance 
with such rules. 
[3] The Rule sets forth a basic general prohibition against a lawyer's making statements that the 
lawyer knows or should know will have a substantial likelihood of materially prejudicing an adjudicative 
proceeding. Recognizing that the public value of informed commentary is great and the likelihood of 
prejudice to a proceeding by the commentary of a lawyer who is not involved in the proceeding is 
small, the rule applies only to lawyers who are, or who have been involved in the investigation or 
litigation of a case, and their associates. 
[4] Paragraph (b) identifies specific matters about which a lawyer's statements would not ordinarily be 
.Lf7S 
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considered to present a likelihood of material prejudice, should not in any event be 
considered prohibited by the general prohibition of paragraph (a). Paragraph (b) is not intended to be 
an exhaustive listing of the subjects upon which a lawyer may make a statement, but statements on 
other matters may be subject to paragraph (a). 
[5] There are, on the other hand, certain subjects that are more likely than not to have a material 
prejudicial effect on a proceeding, particularly when they refer to a civil matter triable to a jury, a 
criminal matter, or any other proceeding that could result in incarceration. These subjects relate to: 
(1) The character, credibility, reputation or criminal record of a party, suspect in a criminal 
investigation or witness, or the identity of a witness, or the expected testimony of a party or witness; 
(2) In a criminal case or proceeding that could result in incarceration, the possibility of a plea of guilty 
to the offense or the existence or contents of any confession, admission, or statement given by a 
defendant or suspect or that person's refusal or failure to make a statement; 
(3) The performance or results of any examination or test or the refusal or failure of a person to 
submit to an examination or test, or the identity or nature of physical evidence expected to be 
presented; 
(4) Any opinion as to the guilt or innocence of a defendant or suspect in a criminal case or proceeding 
that could result in incarceration; 
(5) Information that the lawyer knows or reasonably should know is likely to be inadmissible as 
evidence in a trial and that would, if disclosed, create a substantial risk of prejudicing an impartial trial; 
or 
(6) The fact that a defendant has been charged with a crime, unless there is included therein a 
statement explaining that the charge is merely an accusation and that the defendant is presumed 
innocent until and unless proven gUilty. 
[6J Another relevant factor in determining prejudice is the nature of the proceeding involved. Criminal 
jury trials wi/! be most sensitive to extrajudicial speech. Civil trials may be less sensitive. Non-jury 
hearings and arbitration proceedings may be even less affected. The Rule wi/! sti/! place limitations on 
prejudicial comments in these cases, but the likelihood of prejudice may be different depending on the 
type of proceeding. 
[7J Finally, extrajudicial statements that might otherwise raise a question under this Rule may be 
permissible when they are made in response to statements made publicly by another party, another 
party's lawyer, or third persons, where a reasonable lawyer would believe a public response is required 
in order to avoid prejudice to the lawyer's client. When prejudicial statements have been publicly made 
by others, responsive statements may have the salutary effect of lessening any resulting adverse 
impact on the adjudicative proceeding. Such responsive statements should be limited to contain only 
such information as is necessary to mitigate undue prejudice created by the statements made by 
others. 
[8J See Rule 3.8(f) for additional duties of prosecutors in connection with extrajudicial statements 
about criminal proceedings. 
(Amended effective July 1, 2004.J 
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RULE 3.8 SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF A PROSECUTOR 
The prosecutor in a criminal case shall: 
(a) refrain from prosecuting a charge that the prosecutor knows is not supported by probable cause; 
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(b) make reasonable efforts to assure that the accused has been advised of the right to, and the procedure for 
obtaining, counsel and has been given reasonable opportunity to obtain counsel; 
(c) not seek to obtain from an unrepresented accused a waiver of important pretrial rights, such as the right to a 
preliminary hearing; 
(d) make timely disclosure to the defense of all evidence or information known to the prosecutor that tends to 
negate the guilt of the accused or mitigates the offense, and, in connection with sentencing, disclose to the defense 
and to the tribunal all unprivileged mitigating information known to the prosecutor, except when the prosecutor is 
relieved of this responsibility by a protective order of the tribunal; 
(e) not subpoena a lawyer in a grand jury or other criminal proceeding to present evidence about a past or present 
client unless the prosecutor reasonably believes: 
(l) the information sought is not protected from disclosure by any applicable privilege; 
(2) the evidence sought is essential to the successful completion of an ongoing investigation or prosecution; and 
(3) there is no other feasible alternative to obtain the information; 
(t) except for statements that are necessary to inform the public of the nature and extent of the prosecutor's action 
and that serve a legitimate law enforcement purpose, refrain from making extrajudicial comments that have a 
substantial likelihood of heightening public condemnation of the accused and exercise reasonable care to prevent 
investigators, law enforcement personnel, employees or other persons assisting or associated with the prosecutor in a 
criminal case from making an extrajudicial statement that the prosecutor would be prohibited from making under 
Rule 3.6 or this Rule. 
Commentary 
[IJ A prosecutor has the responsibility of a minister of justice and not simply that of an advocate. This 
responsibility carries with it specific obligations to see that the defendant is accorded procedural justice and that 
© 2007 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works. 
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guilt is decided upon the basis of sufficient evidence. Precisely how far the prosecutor is required to go in this 
direction is a matter of debate and varies in different jurisdictions. Many jurisdictions have adopted the ABA 
Standards of Criminal Justice Relating to the Prosecution Function, which in turn are the product of prolonged and 
careful deliberation by lawyers experienced in both criminal prosecution and defense. Applicable law may require 
other measures by the prosecutor and knowing disregard of those obligations or a systematic abuse of prosecutorial 
discretion could constitute a violation of Rule 8.4. 
[2] In some jurisdictions, a defendant may waive a preliminary hearing and thereby lose a valuable opportunity to 
challenge probable cause. Accordingly, prosecutors should not seek to obtain waivers of preliminary hearings or 
other important pretrial rights from unrepresented accused persons. Paragraph (c) does not apply, however, to an 
accused appearing pro se with the approval of the tribunal. Nor does it forbid the lawful questioning of an 
uncharged suspect who has knowingly waived the rights to counsel and silence. 
[3] The exception in paragraph (d) recognizes that a prosecutor may seek an appropriate protective order from the 
tribunal if disclosure of information to the defense could result in substantial harm to an individual or to the public 
interest. 
[4] Paragraph (e) is intended to limit the issuance of lawyer subpoenas in grand jury and other criminal 
proceedings to those situations in which there is a genuine need to intrude into the client-lawyer relationship. 
[5J Paragraph (f) supplements Rule 3.6, which prohibits extrajudicial statements that have a substantial likelihood 
of prejudicing an adjudicatory proceeding. In the context of a criminal prosecution, a prosecutor's extrajudicial 
statement can create the additional problem of increasing public condemnation of the accused Although the 
announcement of an indictment, for example, will necessarily have severe consequences for the accused, a 
prosecutor can, and should, avoid comments which have no legitimate law enforcement purpose and have a 
substantial likelihood of increasing public opprobrium of the accused Nothing in this Comment is intended to 
restrict the statements which a prosecutor may make which comply with Rule 3.6(b) or 3.6(c). 
[6] Like other lawyers, prosecutors are subject to Rules 5. I and 5.3, which relate to responsibilities regarding 
lawyers and nonlawyers who work for or are associated with the lawyer's office. Paragraph (f) reminds the 
prosecutor of the importance of these obligations in connection with the unique dangers of improper extrajudicial 
statements in a criminal case. In addition, paragraph (f) requires a prosecutor to exercise reasonable care to 
prevent persons assisting or associated with the prosecutor from making improper extrajudicial statements, even 
when such persons are not under the direct supervision of the prosecutor. Ordinarily, the reasonable care standard 
will be satisfied if the prosecutor issues the appropriate cautions to law-enforcement personnel and other relevant 
. individuals. 
[Amended effective July L 2004.] 
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RULE 8.4 MfSCONDUCT 
WEST'S IDAHO RULES OF COURT 
IDAHO RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT 
© 2006 Thomson/West. 
Current with amendments received through 6-30-2006 
It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: 
Page I 
(a) violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct, knowingly assist or induce another to do so, or 
do so through the acts of another; 
(b) commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer in 
other respects; 
(c) engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepresentation; 
(d) engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice; 
(e) state or imply an ability to influence improperly a government agency or official or to achieve results by means 
that violate the Rules of Professional Conduct or other law; or 
(I) knowingly assist a judge or judicial officer in conduct that is a violation of applicable rules of judicial conduct 
or other law. 
Commentary 
[I] Lawyers are subject to diScipline when they violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct, 
knOWingly assist or induce another to do so or do so through the acts of another, as when they request or instruct an 
agent to do so on the lawyer's behalf Paragraph (aJ, however, does not prohibit a lawyer from advising a client of 
action the client is lawfully entitled to take. 
[2] Many kinds of illegal conduct reflect adversely on fitness to practice law, such as offenses involvingfraud and 
the offense of willful failure to file an income tax return. However, some kinds of offenses carry no such implication 
Traditionally, the distinction was drawn in terms of offenses involving "moral turpitude." That concept can be 
construed to include offenses concerning some matters of personal morality, such as adultery and comparable 
offenses, that have no specific connection to fitness for the practice of law. Although a lawyer is personally 
answerable to the entire criminal law, a lawyer should be professionally answerable only for offenses that indicate 
lack of those characteristics relevant to law practice. Offenses involving violence, dishonesty, breach of trust, or 
serious interference with the administration of justice are in that category. A pattern of repeated offenses, even ones 
of minor significance when considered separately, can indicate indifference to legal obligation 
© 2007 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works. 
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[3} A lawyer who, in the course of representing a client, knowingly manifests by words or conduct, bias or 
prejudice based upon race, sex, religion, national origin, disability, age, sexual orientation or socioeconomic status, 
violates paragraph (d) when such actions are prejudicial to the administration of justice. Legitimate advocacy 
respecting the foregoing factors does not violate paragraph (d). A trial judge's finding that peremptory challenges 
were exercised on a discriminatory basis does not alone establish a violation of this rule. 
[4} A lawyer may refuse to comply with an obligation imposed by law upon a good faith belief that no valid 
obligation exists. The provisions of Rule 1.2(d) concerning a goodfaith challenge to the validity, scope, meaning or 
application of the law apply to challenges of legal regulation of the practice of law. 
[5} Lawyers holding public office assume legal responsibilities going beyond those of other citizens. A lawyer's 
abuse of public office can suggest an inability to fulfill the professional role of lawyers. The same is true of abuse of 
positions of private trust such as trustee, executor, administrator, guardian, agent and officer, director or manager 
of a corporation or other organization. 
[Amended effective July 1,2004.] 
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COMES NOW the Defendant, Torey Adamcik, through counsel, and requests 
relief from the prejudicial joinder of the Trial and issues in this case with Brian Draper.· 
This Motion is made pursuant to the laws and statutes of the State ofIdaho, and 
r.c.R. 14. 
This Motion is supported by the Affidavit of Bron M Rammel!, the Memorandum 
in Support of Motion to Sever, both attached hereto, and the Court records and file in this 
matter. 
The basis for this Motion is that Torey Adamcik' Sixth Amendment rights are and 
will continue to be denied unless the State's joinder of Torey's case with Defendant Brian 
Draper is severed. As demonstrated at the Preliminary Hearing of this matter, the Co-
Defendants' positions are clearly antagonistic towards each other. Brian Draper has 
clearly invoked his Fifth Amendment right against self-incrimination, and pursuant to the 
Idaho and United States Constitutions and the case of Bruton v. United States, 391 U.S. 
<i!f> .3 
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123 (1968), Defendant Torey Adamcik is entitled relief from the prejudicial joinder in 
this case. 
WHEREFORE, Defendant Torey Adamcik requests that this Court sever the 
prejudicial joinder of the Defendants in this case. 
DATED this L&- day of January, 2007. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHTD. 
Attorneys for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Motion to Sever was served on the 
following named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
Randall Schulties 
David Martinez 
Bannock County Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, ID 83205 
DATED this 1ft- day of January, 2007 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] H¢Delivery 
[~.S. Mail 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] Hyad Delivery 
(q-O.S. Mail 
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Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. WhitmanlP.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-03 70 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE 




STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of BANNOCK ) 
I, Bron M. Rammell, being first duly sworn, depose and say: 
1. I make the following statements based upon my personal knowledge. 
2. I am the attorney for Defendant, Torey Adamcik. 
3. Attached hereto is a copy of excerpts from the Preliminary Hearing 
Transcript, taken from testimony given at the hearing on November 3, 
2006. 
4. The attached Preliminary Hearing Transcript excerpts demonstrate that 
the position of the Co-Defendants, Torey Adamcik and Brian Draper, in 
this case are adverse and antagonistic . 
.yg~ 
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2007. 
5. The State has already introduced statements of Brian Draper (obtained 
while undergoing a custodial interrogation) at the Preliminary Hearing 
through Detective Andy Thomas. 
6. Severance in this case is necessary and required under the Sixth 
Amendment to the United State's Constitution. 
FURTHER AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT 
DATED this / &day of January, 2007. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWO 
(Seal) 
~ 
, this Jl[ day of January, 
UMII k1 DJ~,_ 
T~P~ 
NOTARY PUBLIC OF IDAHO 
Residing in: Pocatello, Idaho 
Commission Expires: 6/6/2012 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this date a copy of the Affidavit of Bron M Rammel! was 
served on the following named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner 
indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. BoxP 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
Randall Schulties 
David Martinez 
Bannock County Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, ID 83205 
DATED this ~ay of January, 2007. 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] Band Delivery 
[/'[U.S. Mail 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] H~elivery 
[;-w.s. Mail 
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1 PEARSON: State has no redirect, Your Honor. 
2 COURT: All right. Okay, Mr. Beckham, thank you for 
3 your testimony and you can step down t sir. 
4 PEARSON: Your Honor, may this witness be excused and 
5 be allowed to remain in the courtroom with his family? 
6 COURT: Mr. Rammell and Mr. Schulthies, do you have any 
7 objection if this witness is excused from the subpoena? 
8 RAMMELL: No, we don't. 
,~~ 9 q 
10 
COURT: All right, sir, you may be excused. 
PEARSON: The State would call Detective Andy Thomas to 
11 the stand. 
12 COURT: Andy Thomas. Mr. Thomas, if you'd come forward, 
13 stand before the clerk here, raise your right hand be sworn 
14 to tell the truth. 
15 WITNESS SWORN 
16 COURT: Thank you t sir. Have a seat to my left. You may 
17 inquire. 
18 PEARSON: Thank you, Your Honor. 
19 ANDY THOMAS 
20 DIRECT - PEARSON 
21 Q: Would you please state your name and spell your 
22 last? 
23 A: Sure, it's Andy Thomas, the last is spelled T-H-O-
24 M-A-S. 
25 Q: Where do you work? 
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1 A: 11m a detective with the Bannock County Sheriff/s 
2 Office. 
3 Q: How long have you been with the Bannock County 
4 Sheriff/s Office? 
5 A: lIve been there 20 years. 
6 Q: And how long have you been a detective with the 
7 sheriff/s office? 
8 A: Roughly 12 years. 
9 Q: Do you have any particular emphasize of work? 
10 A: I do. We investigate general investigations I which 
11 would be felonies to handle; also to include any serious 
12 crimes such as homicide and things of that nature. 
13 Q: Have you received training to be a police officer? 
14 A: Yes, I have. 
15 Q: What type of training have you received? 
16 A: In the State of Idaho to be a police officer l you 
17 have to first be certified through the POST Council and I 
18 received my certification through the POST Council; 
19 continued my education through that organization to achieve 
20 a Masters Certificate. 
21 Q: When did you receive this Masters Certificate? 
22 A: It/s been approximately five years ago. 
23 Q: The last five years have you also received further 
24 training? 
25 A: Yes l sir l I have. 
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1 Q: What would that training consist of? 
2 A: In our profession, we continue training by going to 
3 classes such as, I've gone to Advanced Homicide School, 
4 I've attended also numerous other law enforcement related 
5 classes. 
6 Q: Detective Thomas, at some point did you become 
7 involved in an investigation regarding a Cassie Stoddart? 
8 A: Yes, sir, I did. 
9 Q: When did you become involved in that investigation? 
10 A: I became involved in that on September 24th, 2006. 
11 Q: At approximately what time? 
12 A: Around 2:30. 
13 Q: How did you become involved? 
14 A: I was contacted by Bannock County Sheriff's Office 
15 and asked to respond to an address on Whispering Cliffs, 
16 which would have been the address of 11372 Whispering 
17 Cliffs, which is in Bannock County. 
18 Q: What day did you become involved with that? 
19 A: The 24th. 
20 Q: And you stated the address was what? 
21 A: 11372 Whispering Cliffs. 
22 Q: Is that in Bannock County? 
23 A: Yes, sir. 
24 Q: State of Idaho? 
25 A: It is. 
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1 Q: Based upon your investigation l did you ever conduct 
2 an interview of Brian Draper? 
3 A: Yes, sir l I did. 
4 Q: How many times did you interview him? 
5 A: Five different times. 
6 Q: Do you see Brian Draper in the courtroom today? 
7 A: Yes l sir, I do. 
8 Q: Would you please point him out and describe him by 
9 an article of clothing and what he looks like? 
10 A: He lS the subject sitting next to Mr. Schulthies in 
11 the Bannock County Jail clothing with the dark hair. 
12 Q: Let the record reflect this witness has identified 
13 the defendant, Brian Draper? 
14 COURT: The record will so reflect. 
15 Q: When was the first interview with Mr. Draper? 
16 A: It would have been September 25 th 2006, just a 
17 little after midnight. 
18 Q: SO, in the early morning hours? 
19 A: That's correct. 
20 SCHULTHIES: I'm sorry, what time was that? 
21 A: Just a little after midnight. 
22 Q: Who was present for that interview? 
23 A: I was accompanied by Idaho State Police Detective 
24 Lt. John Ganske. 
25 Q: Where did this interview take place? 
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1 A: At the Draper residence on Shale Drive in 
2 Pocatello. 
3 Q: How did this interview begin? 
4 A: Myself and Lt. Ganske introduced ourselves to Mrs. 
5 Draper. She invited us into the residence. We explained 
6 that we needed to talk to Brian. At that time she got Brian 
7 out of bed. He came downstairs and we made our 
8 introductions. 
9 Q: How did you introduce yourself to the defendant, 
10 Brian Draper? 
11 A: Well, we first identified ourselves by police 
12 officers. Then we explained to Brian that we were 
13 investigating the homicide of Cassie Jo Stoddart. 
14 Q: What was his response? 
15 RAMMELL: Objection, hearsay. 
16 COURT: Overruled. 
17 A: His response was initially he started crying and 
18 shaking. 
19 Q: How did the interview proceed from there? 
20 A: At this point we were just trying to get a timeline 
21 of what he and Mr. Adamcik had done surrounding Matt and 
22 Cassie. So, basically, our line of questioning was just 
23 towards that. 
24 Q: Did you get a timeline from him? 
25 A: Somewhat, yes. 
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1 A: I did. He indicated that he and Mr. Adamcik had 
2 driven over the Whispering Cliffs address in Adamcik's car. 
3 Q: Did you question him regarding what time that was? 
4 A: He indicated, I did and he indicated that he was 
5 picked up at his residence between 7:30 and 8:00 and that 
6 they arrived at the Whispering Cliffs address around 8:00 
7 to 8:30. 
8 
9 
Q: What happened next in the interview? 
A: He indicated that they had gone through the 
10 residence that they had looked at it. It's kind of a neat 
11 home. That they had hung out with Cassie and Matt for a 
12 little over an hour and that there was supposed to be a 
13 party at the residence, but the party didn't happen. 
14 Q: Did you question him regarding how he knew about 
15 this to go up there for this party? 
16 A: We did and he had indicated that he had talked to 
17 Cassie the day before t which would have been the 21st , and 
18 that Cassie had told them about the party, or excuse me, 
19 about house sitting. 
20 Q: What did you speak with Mr. Draper about next? 
21 A: BasicallYt we just let him continue on. He 
22 indicated that they had watched a movie which was Kill Bill 
23 volume two at the residence and that would have been with 
24 Cassie and Matt and that they had sat there for, again, 
25 
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1 approximately an hour. He became bored, Mr. Draper, and he 
2 had fabricated a story about a need to go home ... 
3 THOMPSON: Objection, Your Honor, I'm sorry, but 
4 that's, he used the word that he had "fabricated a story, II 
5 that's characterization of evidence. It's isn't supported 
6 by foundation yet. 
7 COURT: I'll sustain the objection. You might want to 
8 
~ 
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inquire further Mr. Pearson. 
Q: Yes, Your Honor. I'm going to backup just a little 
10 bit. Did you ever talk to Mr. Draper about who was all 
11 there at that residence? 
12 A: I did. 
13 Q: What as his response? 
14 A: It would have been Cassie, Matt Beckham, Torey 
15 Adamcik and himself. 
16 Q: And you mentioned something about having to leave. 
17 A: Yeah, Brian had indicated that he was bored and 
18 that he told them that he needed to be home because of a 
19 curfew. 
20 Q: Did he ever tell you whether that was a truth or a 
21 lie? 
22 A: He indicated that he had lied about that. 
23 Q: Did you question him as to why? 
24 A: He stated that he was bored and wanted to leave the 
25 residence. 
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1 RAMMELL: Sorry, once again, Your Honor, do we have a 
2 continuing objection on the hearsay as well or do we need 
3 to continue to do that. I don't want to keep interrupting 
4 the Court [ but some of this I still think doesn't even fall 
5 within the hearsay exception let alone Crawford. 
6 COURT: You have a continuing objection. 




Q: Okay, Mr. Thomas, if you could be clear instead of 
saying, "we" and "they", talk about who you're referencing, 
10 okay? 
11 A: Sure, okay. 
12 Q: Did you question Brian Draper about the movie? 
13 A: Yes, I did. 
14 Q: What was that line of questioning? 
15 A: I asked Brian to explain what movies that he and 
16 Torey had went to see and he indicated, Mr. Draper 
17 indicated that they initially, he and Adamcik, went to see 
18 the movie Click, but they arrived at that movie too late 
19 and that they didn't want to start viewing that movie after 
20 it had already started. They stayed at the cinema, just he 
21 and Adamcik, and they went to the movie( Pulse. 
22 Q: Did you question him about that movie? 
23 A: Yes, I did. 
24 Q: What was that line of questioning? 
25 
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1 A: We, I asked Mr. Draper what the movie was about and 
2 Mr. Draper was unable to give us any, give myself any 
3 indication what the movie was about. 
4 Q: Did you ask him any details about where that 





A: Yes, I did. 
Q: What was his response? 
MARTINEZ: Objection l leading. 
COURT: It is leading. I/ll sustain the objection. Why 
10 don't you re-ask. 
11 Q: Did you ask him any further questions about the 
12 movie? 
13 A: Yes I did. 
14 Q: What did you ask him? 
15 A: I asked him to give us any idea where the movie was 
16 located inside the theater, what the movie was about, any 
17 particulars about the movie of Pulse. He was unable to do 
18 that. 
19 Q: What happened next in your interview? 
20 A: Actually, at this point, Pamela Draper stepped in 
21 and again she, being Brian's mom, asked Brian to tell the 
22 officers what the movie was about. Again, Brian was unable 
23 to give any indication whatsoever what the movie Pulse was 
24 about. 
25 
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1 Q: Did you have any further discussions with Mr. 
2 Draper that evening? 
3 A: We did or I did, I should say. 
4 Q: What were those conversations? 
5 A: I asked him if he would be willing to write us a 
6 written statement to the timeline in the chain-of-events 
7 for that evening. 
8 Q: Did he do that? 
9 A: Yes, he did. 
10 Q: After Mr. Draper wrote that statement, did you have 
11 any further conversations with him? 
12 A: I don't believe I did. 
13 Q: SO, was the interview concluded? 
14 A: Yes, it was. 
15 Q: Do you recall approximately what time that 
16 interview was completed? 
17 A: The interview itself lasted just a little over an 
18 hour. 
19 Q: When was the next time you spoke with the 
20 defendant, Brian Draper? 
21 A: His next interview would have been on September 
22 26th, 2006. 
23 Q: Do you recall approximately what time that 
24 interview took place? 
25 
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1 residence. That Mr. Adamcik was driving his carl a red Geo 
2 Prism l I believe. 
3 Q: Did you ever talk to the defendant Brian Draper 
4 regarding how he got knowledge of this event at the 
5 residence on Whispering Cliffs? 
6 A: I did. He indicated that he and Torey had been told 
7 at school about the event the day before. 
. 0, tts 
4' 8 
Q: Which would have been what day? 
9 A: September 21
st
. 
10 Q: Did he indicate who told him? 
11 A: You know, 11m not sure. 
12 Q: You mentioned that Mr. Adamcik had picked him up? 
13 A: Thatls correct. 
14 Q: Do you recall l did you question him regarding what 
15 time that was? 
16 A: He indicated that it was between 7:30 and 8:00. 
17 Q: How did the interview proceed from there? 
18 A: He continued on by stating that they drove directly 
19 to the address on Whispering Cliffs. 
20 Q: They were able to drive directly there? 
21 A: He and Adamcik were the only ones in the car and 
22 they drove directly to that residence. 
23 Q: Did you question him regarding what happened after 
24 they arrived at that residence? 
25 
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1 A: I did. He indicated that they were met at the 
2 stairway, which is the front door of the residence by Mr. 
3 Beckham. 
4 Q: By they, you mean who? 
5 A: Mr. Adamcik and Mr. Draper. 
6 Q: What happened next in the interview after they 
7 arrived? 
8 A: He indicated, Mr. Draper indicated that he and 
9 Adamcik had gone up into the residence and that they had 
10 looked around. They had been confronted by Mr. Beckham and 
11 Cassie and that they were given a tour of the house and all 
12 the different rooms in the house. He stated while they were 
13 in the house that the three of them being Cassie, Matt and 
l4 Mr. Adamcik had, in fact! eaten some popsicles. He talked a 
15 little bit about the events l you know, their conversations 
16 that they were having. 
17 Q: Who do you mean that \\theyft were having 
18 conversations? 
19 A: The four. 
20 Q: The four of them? 
21 A: That's correct. 
22 Q: What happened next in the interview with Mr. 
23 Draper? 
24 A: At some point Mr. Draper indicates that they start 
25 watching a movie. 
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1 Q: Who is "they?" 
2 A: I'm sorry. When I speak of they, it's continually 
3 Adamcik, Draper, Cassie and Beckham; the only four people 
4 within this house. 
5 Q: Let's be specific when we're talking about them, 
6 okay detective? You mentioned they started, they being all 
7 four of them started watching a movie. 
8 A: That's correct. 
9 Q: Did you question him in regarding what movie that 
10 was? 
11 A: I did. The movie was Kill Bill, volume two. 
12 Q: How did the interview with Mr. Draper proceed from 
13 there? 
14 A: Mr. Draper stated that they watched the movie for a 
15 short time and that they did not watch the movie in its 
16 entirety. 
17 Q: Did he state why? 
18 A: He indicated, Mr. Draper indicated that he became 
19 bored with the scenario that was taking place and that he, 
20 Mr. Draper wanted to go. 
21 Q: How did the interview proceed from there? 
22 A: We continued on, or excuse me, I continued on by, I 
23 believe Detective Ganske asked Mr. Draper where they 
24 proceeded to from that point. Then, again, Mr. Draper went 
25 into depth about going to the movie Pulse. 
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1 Q: Did you question Mr. Draper regarding whether 
2 anybody left? 
3 A: I did. 
4 Q: What was his response? 
5 A: His response was that Matt Beckham had left, had 
6 been picked up by his mother. 
7 Q: Did you question him regarding about what time that 
8 was? 
9 A: I did. He indicated that that was about t just a 
10 little after tent or excuse met eleven. 
11 Q: Did you question him regarding what happened after 
12 Mr. Beckham had left? 
13 A: I did and he had indicated that Mr. Draper 
14 indicated that he and Adamcik again had turned on some 
15 lights in between this time and that they went back into 
16 the control panel and that Torey had turned off the lights 
17 this time. 
18 Q: How did the interview proceed from there? 
19 A: At this pointt the house would be rendered 
20 completely black. Draper and Adamcik then proceed up the 
21 stairwell with Draper leading the procession. 
22 Q: What did they say happened as they proceeded up the 
23 stairwell? 
24 A: They, Brian indicated they were walking slowly, 
25 that Torey was behind him. They again had their costumes 
::;-~ ( 
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Ion, they had their masks on and they get to the top of the 
2 stairs and they turn toward the living room where they knew 
3 Cassie to be. 
4 Q: What happened after they got to the top of the 
5 stairs? 
6 A: Brian lS continually leading. He walks down the 
7 hall. At some point he opens a closet door and shuts the 
8 closet door. 
9 MARTINEZ: Your Honor, I'm going to object to this 
10 being done in narrative style as though he's a narrator 
11 watching this occur. He's talking about what someone else 
12 has told him so I object to using the tone as if he's 
13 actually watching it. 
14 COURT: I'll sustain the objection, if you'll just 
15 rephrase the question. 
16 Q: Detective, if you will just make sure that you 
17 reference who was stating this instead of you telling the 
18 story to make sure that you're stating who is telling you 
19 this and what they are saying. 
20 A: Okay. 
21 COURT: Will that work Mr. Martinez? 
22 MARTINEZ: Yes, sir. 
23 COURT: Okay. 
24 
25 
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1 Q: SO, you mentioned that you were speaking with Mr. 
2 Draper about what happened after they shut this closet 
3 door. 
4 A: That's correct. 
s Q: What did he say happened next? 
6 A: Draper indicates that he proceeds just a little bit 
7 further toward the living room where Cassie Stoddart was 
8 located. He hears Cassie say, "Who's there?" on two 
9 different, two different times. 
10 Q: What did Mr. Draper say happened next? 
11 A: Mr. Draper indicates that he just about says his 
12 name to alert Cassie that they were in the house to play a 
13 game. 
14 Q: Did he state he did say his name? 
15 A: He did not say his name. 
16 Q: What did he say happened next? 
17 A: He indicated that Torey stepped past him and as he 
18 could see, the best that he could see in the living room, 
19 that Cassie was now standing up in the living room and that 
20 she had something in her hand. 
21 Q: Did he indicate what he believed was in her hand? 
22 A: A cordless phone. 
23 Q: After he observed this item, what did Mr. Draper 
24 say happened? 
25 A: At this point[ Mr. Adamcik walks past Brian. 
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1 Q: I'm sorry to interrupt you, but I need to make sure 
2 you're telling me - this isn't a narrative. 
3 A: That's correct. 
4 Q: SO you need to answer regarding who said what. 
5 A: Brian indicates that Torey steps past him and steps 




Q: Did he state what happened when Torey Adamcik 
8 stepped toward Cassie? 
9 A: He recalled hearing, Draper recalls hearing Cassie 
10 tell Adamcik that she is going to kick his ass. 
11 Q: What did he say after Cassie said that? 
12 A: That he then hears a loud piercing scream come from 
13 Cassie. 
14 RAMMELL: Your Honor, I know that you've had the 
15 continuing objection, but this is probably the last time 
16 I'm going to make this particular one. I think that this 
17 one is critical. We have a situation where Mr., Detective 
18 Thomas is about to tell what Brian Draper says that Mr. 
19 Adamcik allegedly did. Now, this goes back to 17th Century 
20 stuff. We/ve got Sir Walter Raleigh was originally accused 
21 of treason as the Court knows. What we have is a situation 
22 pointed out to the Court that the person that testified 
23 against him was a co-defendant or an alleged conspirator in 
24 the matter. Then by testifying against himl he so would 
25 gain the favor of the he king. So, the Court I even going 
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1 back that far has ruled such testimony as Detective Thomas 
2 is about to give is violative of a person's Sixth Amendment 
3 Rights, and, so again, I renew this objection at least as 
4 to these particular things and say for the record that this 
5 is reversible error. It is prejudicial to the extent that 
J 




the entire community because I don't believe from this 
8 
8 point forward it will ever be possible for Mr. Adamcik or 
9 his family if he ever were even to be acquitted to lead a 
10 normal life. 
11 COURT: Thank you, Mr. Rammell. Mr. Martinez? Mr. 
12 Pearson? 
13 PEARSON: Your Honor, I think the Court's already ruled 
14 on this objection and has overruled this objection. I think 
15 the Court is perfectly able to make a determination 
16 regarding what testimony is what regarding each particular 
17 defendant and I think the Court should overrule this 
18 objection and let Mr. Thomas continue. 
19 COURT: Mr. Rammell, your objection is noted and 
20 continuing and I am overruling the objection. Go ahead and 
21 ask your next question{ Mr. Pearson. 
22 Q: You mentioned that Mr. Draper said that he heard 
23 Cassie scream. 
24 A: Yes he did. 
25 Q: What did Mr. Draper say happened next? 
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1 A: That Mr. Draper indicates that Torey is now making 
2 a motion as if he's coming down with the knife toward 
3 Cassie. Again, he is hearing just this blood curdling 
4 scream as I believe he indicated. 
5 Q: How did your interview proceed from there? 
6 A: Mr. Draper continued on by saying that in his mind, 
7 he thinks that Cassie and Torey have conspired to actually 
8 set him up to make this look like a horror movie to scare 
9 Brian. 
10 Q: What did you question Mr. Draper about next? 
11 A: At this point Mr. Draper indicates that Cassie goes 
12 to the ground and that he walks closer to Cassie and sees 
13 what he called Cassie's lifeless body laying there. 
14 Q; Did he state what happened after he observed 
15 Cassie's body laying on the ground? 
16 A; Yes. He indicates that he then turns and runs out 
17 of the house. 
18 Q: What did he say happened after he turned and ran 
19 out of the house? 
20 A: That Torey 1S basically right behind him. That they 
21 run out of the house and run out through the same direction 
22 that they came in and out to Mr. Adamcik's car. 
23 Q; Did you question him regarding where they went from 
24 there? 
25 A: I did. 
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1 Q: What was Mr. Draper1s response? 
2 A: Draper indicated that they had gone back to Torey/s 
3 house and that they had waited there for a short amount of 
4 time until everybody fell asleep and that they then took 
5 some of the items that they used in this endeavor and tried 
6 to get rid of them. 
~ 
V 7 Q: Did you question what items they took? 
8 A: I did. 
9 Q: What items did Mr. Draper say they took? 
10 A: He indicated that they took the knives, 
11 specifically the masks, the shirts and that they took those 
12 items to a location in Bannock County and tried to dispose 
13 of them. 
14 Q: Did you question him regarding how he tried to 
15 dispose of these items? 
16 A: I did. Mr. Draper indicated that he and Torey tried 
17 to burn those items. 
18 Q: What happened at the conclusion of this interview? 
19 A: The conclusion of this particular interview, Mr. 
20 Draper was turned over to a fellow detective, Detective 
21 Hamilton of the Bannock County Sheriff's Office. 
22 Q: Why was he turned over to Detective Hamilton? 
23 A: We had set up a team to go out with Mr. Draper and 
24 his family to locate the evidence that Mr. Draper had just 
25 talked to us about. 
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CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO SEVER 
Defendant Torey Adamcik, by and through his counsel of record, Bron M. 
Rammell, of the firm Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd., hereby respectfully submits this 
Memorandum in Support Motion to Sever. 
I. STATEMENT OF FACTS 
Defendants, Torey Adamcik and Brian Draper were charged as Co-Defendants for 
the murder of Cassie Stoddart, and for the alleged conspiracy to murder Cassie Stoddart 
on September 23, 2006. The charging document recites the same set of facts and charges 
in support of the claims against both individuals. 
Early on, at the Preliminary Hearing held on November 3, 2006, it became 
apparent that Torey Adamcik and Brian Draper's defenses are antagonistic. According to 
the testimony of Detective Andy Thomas at the Preliminary Hearing, Brian Draper 
contends that Torey Adamcik committed the murder and forced Brian Draper to 
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participate. Torey Adamcik denies these allegations and specifically denies that he 
stabbed or murdered Cassie Stoddart, or that he conspired to murder her, and he further 
contends that Brian Draper did. 
Brian Draper's defense in this case therefore involves hearsay statements he made 
to a police officer (while in custody) in an attempt to implicate Torey Adamcik. Ifthis 
matter is not severed, the introduction of such a defense at a joint Trial will result in 
irreparable prejudice, and violate Torey Adamcik's rights under the Confrontation Clause 
of the Sixth Amendment of the United States Constitution. 
II. ARGUMENT 
Pursuant to Bruton v. US, 391 U.S. 123 (1968) this case must be severed. In 
Bruton, Co-Defendants were convicted in Missouri of armed robbery. The United States 
Supreme Court reversed the conviction, holding that admitting a Co-Defendant's 
confession implicating the Defendant at a joint Trial, constitutes prejudicial error. This 
prejudice can not be overcome, even when the Trial Court gives "clear, concise and 
understandable instructions that the confession could only be used against (one) Co-
Defendant .... " 
The Bruton Court explained: Because the Defendant could not directly cross-
examine the statements of the Co-Defendant (the statements were introduced through a 
police officer, and not directly through the Co-Defendant) the testimony violated the 
Defendant's rights to confront under the Sixth Amendment of the United States 
Constitution and created irreparable prejudice to the Defendant. 
The Court further expounded: 
A Defendant may be prejudiced by the admission of evidence 
against a Co-Defendant of a statement or confession made by that 
Co-Defendant. This prejudice cannot be dispelled by cross-
examination ifthe Co-Defendant does not take the stand. Limiting 
instructions to the jury may not in fact erase the prejudice ... The 
purpose of the Amendment is to provide a procedure whereby the 
issue of possible prejudice can be resolved on a Motion for 
Severance. [d. at 132. 
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In the present case, in order for a jury to believe the testimony offered on behalf 
of Draper (i.e. Adamcik did the stabbing or planned it), ajury will be required to 
disbelieve the testimony offered on behalf of Torey (that Draper committed the murder). 
This is unlike circumstances where Co-Defendants' positions may be inconsistent, 
but not directly antagonistic. The undersigned can find no case that allows ajoint Trial 
under circumstances like the present one. 
The point of Bruton is that Co-Defendants charged with serious crimes (and it 
doesn't get much more serious than the crimes charged in this case) must be meticulously 
allowed to confront and cross-examine the witnesses and evidence. When a case ceases 
to be about the State versus a Defendant, and becomes a case about a Defendant versus a 
Defendant, then the Confrontation Clause is violated, and the Defendant loses the 
precious right to a fair and impartial Jury Trial. 
III. CONCLUSION 
Bruton is controlling law. This case fits squarely within the Bruton analysis. As 
a sixteen year old accused of committing and conspiring to commit the ultimate crime, 
Torey Adamcik is entitled to be free from the prejudicial joinder in this case. 
DATED thisL!t day of January, 2007. 
5/0 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHTD. 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Memorandum in Support oj Motion to 
Sever was served on the following named persons at the addresses shown and in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. BoxP 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
Randall Schulties 
David Martinez 
Bannock County Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, ID 83205 
DATED this &- day of January, 2007 
~I/ 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] Hand Delivery 
~S.Mail 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] H~elivery 
I/fD.S. Mail 
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~ '_} ~ i. 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. WhitmanJP.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRlCT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRlCT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE 
vs. 
Plaintiff, DEFENDANT TOREY ADAMCIK'S 
MOTION TO SUPPRESS VIDEOTAPE 




Torey Adamcik, by and through his counsel of record, Aaron N. Thompson, of 
the firm Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd., hereby moves this Court to submit an Order 
suppressing a videotape that was discovered as a result of fruit of the poisonous tree, and 
other illegally obtained evidence. The grounds and reasoning for said Motion is that: 
L The evidence was discovered in contravention of the Defendant's Fourth 
Amendment rights against unreasonable searches and seizures, the Fifth 
Amendment right against self-incrimination and Sixth Amendment right to 
counseL 
WHEREFORE, Oral argument is requested in this matter to be scheduled at the 
Court's convenience. tI ... 
_DATED this J£!-d~y of January, 2007. 
DIAL, MA Y & RAMMELL, CHTD. 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE - DEFENDANT TOREY ADAMCIK'S MOnON TO SUPPRESS 
VIDEOTAPE AND OTHER [LLEGALL Y OBTAINED EVIDENCE -- PAGE I 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certifY that on this date a copy of the Defendant Torey Adamcik's Motion To 
Suppress A Videotape and Other illegally Obtained Evidence was served on the 
following named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor [ ~.S. Mail 
P.O. Box P [ ] Hand Delivery 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 [ ] Facsimile 
Randall Schulties 
David Martinez 
Bannock County Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, ID 83205 
DATED this ~Y ofJanuary, 2007. 
[~U.S. Mail 
[ ] Hand Delivery 
[ ] Facsimile 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE - DEFENDANT TOREY ADAMCIK'S MOnON TO SUPPRESS 
V[DEOT APE AND OTHER ILLEGALL Y OBTAINED EVIDENCE - PAGE 2 
Nl:SC Newscllannel6 New) Story http://www.kpvi.comlr··.ltiprintnews.cfin?ID=38623&name=headline 
ofl 
PROSECUTORS WANT KNIFE TESTED 
Jan 10, 2007 - KPVI 
Prosecutors in the Cassie Stoddart murder case want to run tests on a knife found in a room 
of one of the suspects. 
Bannock County Prosecutor Mark Hiedeman says there are tiny specks of an unknown 
substance on a knife belonging to Torey Adamcik, and they want to find out what it is. But 
the substance is so minute that they won't have any of it left after testing. District Judge 
Peter McDermott will hear the motion Tuesday. 
~. J 
Torey Adamcik and Brian Draper face first-degree murder and conspiracy to commit 
first-degree murder charges in the death of 16-year-old Cassie Jo Stoddart last September. 
Their trial has been set for April 10th. 
1/1112007 12:06 PM 
2007. 
from the State, and to the best of my knowledge, have not been altered, 
distorted, or tampered with in any form. 
4. Shortly after the Preliminary Hearing held on November 3, 2006, and in 
response to discovery, the State provided my office with a copy of a 
"Waiver Rights Form," pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 16 Discovery 
Requests. A true and correct copy of the" Waiver Rights Form," which is 
allegedly signed by my client, in the exact form as provided by the State, 
and is attached to this AjJidavit as Exhibit "B." To the best of my 
knowledge, since it has been in my possession, this document has not been 
altered, tampered with, or changed in any way. 
FURTHER AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT 
DATED this /6T%ay of January, 2007. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me, Notary, this u/!{ay of January, 
(Seal) 
NOTARY PUBLIC OF IDAHO 
Residing in: Pocatello, Idaho 
Commission Expires: 06/06/2012 
AFFIDAVIT OF AARON N. THOMPSON - CASE NO. CR-2006-l7984-FE - PAGE 2 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certifY that on this date a copy of the Affidavit of Aaron N Thompson 
was served on the following named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner 
indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
p.o. BoxP 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
Randall Schulties 
David Martinez 
Bannock County Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, ID 8~Tf5 
DATED this ~y of January, 2007. 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] Hand Delivery 
f{J U.S. Mail 
[X}U.S. Mail 
~==-
AFFIDAVIT OF AARON N. THOMPSON - CASE NO. CR-2006-J7984-FE - PAGE 3 
gBron M. Rammell, Esq. 
~='~.:: Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
"-<, DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
,~216 W. WhitmanIP.O. Box 370 
,-- Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
<~.r'~ Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
. ,.0 Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
1< ll~) 
t _.; I i I ., 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE 
Plaintiff, AFFIDAVIT OF AARON N. 
vs. 
TOREY ADAMCIK, 
THOMPSON IN SUPPORT OF 
DEFENDNAT TOREY ADAMCIK'S 
MOTION TO SUPPRESS A 
VIDEOTAPED INTERVIEW AND/OR 
PORTIONS THEREOF 
Defendant. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of BANNOCK ) 
I, Aaron N. Thompson, being first duly sworn, depose and say: 
L I am an attorney for Defendant Torey Adamcik in the above referenced 
matter. 
2. In October, 2006, I received two (2) DVD's from the State in response to 
Discovery Requests that my office propounded upon the State of Idaho in 
this case. 
3. True, complete and correct copies of the two DVD's that I received in 
response to these Discovery Requests are attached to this Affidavit as 
Exhibit "A." The DVD's are duplicates of the DVD's I received directly 
5/</ 
AFFIDA VrT OF AARON N. THOMPSON - CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE - PAGE I 
IDAHO STATE POLICE 
YOUR RIGHTS 
DATE: 7- 2P--;}.ep' 
CASE#: _______ _ TIME: ';J '0 s:-tn.q 
Before you are asked any questions, you must understand your rights. You have the right to 
remain silent; however, anything which you do say can be used against you in court. You have the 
right to taik to a lawyer for advice before you are asked any questions and to have him with you 
during questioning. You have this right to the advice and presence of a lawyer even if you cannot 
afford to hire one and if you are unable to hire a lawyer, one will be appointed for you. If you wish to 
answer questions or make any statement at this time without a lawyer being present, you have the 
right to refuse to answer any questions and to have this interview terminated at any time. 
emplea~~·:~~~~tJ~:~~;~~~:al~~fil~!~'.~~tll~JI~jt~~: · · ·~t~;i 
pedirle que este presemte mientras 10 interrogan a Ud. Si Ud. no puede pagar a un abogado, se 
nombrara uno para representarlo antes de que 10 interroguen, si 10 desea Ud. Ud. puede decidir 
cuando quiera ejercer estos derechos y no contestar ningunas preguntas ni hacer ningunas 
d edaraciones. 
WAIVER 
I have read the statement of my rights as shown above and understand what my rights are. 
desire to answer questions and make a statement without first consulting with an attorney and 
without having a lawyer present at this time. This decision is voluntary on my part and no promises, 
threats or force of any nature have been made or used to or against me. 
. )Entiende Ud. cada uno de estos derechos que Ie he explicado? Teniendo en cuenta estos 
derechos, )quiere Ud. hablar con nosotros ahara? . 
SIGNED/FIRMA: -~.---:...::;....;...:..rt---,.~F-A<-..:::!::"-=-___ ---~----------
WITNESSITESTIGOS: ___ ~-r~~ __ ~~~~ ________ ~ ____ ~ ___ 
WITNESSITESTIGOS:_-+~~_-+_~~ _________ ~ ____ _ 
TIME/HORA: ___ -+ ____ ~ __ ~ ________________________________ ___ 
12-1 (12101) N:\Forms\lnvesligaUons\Your Rights.doc 
f; 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
TOREY MICHAEL ADAMCIK, 
 



















CASE NO. CR2006-17984FE 
MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER 
The above named TOREY MICHAEL ADAMCIK came before the Court for further 
proceedings pursuant to the State's Motion to Perform Testing on Limited Evidence and 
Defendant Adamcik's Motion for More Definite Statement Re: Plaintiffs Motion to Perform 
Testing on Limited Evidence on the 16th day of January, 2007, with counsel, Bron Rammell and 
Aaron Thompson. Vic A Pearson, Chief Deputy Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, and 
Shawn Traini, Deputy Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State of 
Idaho. 
At the outset the Court advised Defendant Adamcik's Motion for More Definite 
Statement Re: Plaintiffs Motion to Perform Testing on Limited Evidence had been filed and the 
Case No. CR2006-17984FE 
Minute Entry and Order 
Page 1 of 4 
State had responded. 
Counsel for Defendant, Bron Rarnmell, moved to withdraw the Motion for More Definite 
Statement and said motion was WITHDRAWN. 
The Court thereafter received oral argument of counsel regarding the State's Motion to 
Perform Testing on Limited Evidence. 
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREWITH ORDERED the State's Motion to Perform 
Testing on Limited Evidence is GRANTED with the following conditions: 
The lab performing the testing shall videotape as well as take still photographs at 
commencement of the testing, throughout the testing process, and at the conclusion of the 
testing which will indicate the time testing begins, at each process during the testing, and 
conclusion of the testing process. Said videotape(s) and still photographs shall indicate 
the time as well as the date of the testing. 
The lab performing the testing shall also use a scale which will be shown in the videotape 
and in the still photographs. 
Thereafter, the Court advised Defendant Torey Adamcik's counsel had filed Motion for 
Gag Order and Sanctions, Affidavit of Bron Rammell, Memorandum in Support of Motion for 
Gag Order and Sanctions, Affidavit of Aaron N. Thompson in Support of Defendant Torey 
Adamcik's Motion for Sanctions, and Motion for Expedited Hearing and Notice of Hearing. 
The State, through counsel Shawn Traini, requested additional time and said Motion was 
Case No. CR2006-17984FE 
Minute Entry and Order 
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DENIED. 
Vic A. Pearson, Chief Deputy Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney, appeared for the 
State. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Defendant Adamcik's Motion for Expedited Hearing on 
Motion for Gag Order and Sanctions is GRANTED. 
The Court received oral argument of respective counsel. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Defendant Adamcik's Motion for a Gag Order is DENIED. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Defendant Adamcik's Motion for Sanctions is DENIED. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED in both State of Idaho VS. Brian Lee Draper and State of 
Idaho vs. Torey Michael Adamcik, that there will be no discussions by counsel for the State and 
their office personnel and counsel for Defendants and their office personnel to the media 
regarding any evidence and/or facts of this case. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the counsel and office staff for each counsel on each 
Defendant shall not make any comments to the media nor give any copies of any Motions to the 
media. The media, upon request to the Court, will be advised if a hearing is scheduled and what 
the motions to be addressed at the hearing will be and the date and time of the hearing. No 
Motions will be copied and released to the media. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant is REMANDED to the custody of the 
Bannock County Sheriff with NO BAIL. 
Case No. CR2006-17984FE 
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IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 16th day of January, 2007. 
Copies to: 
Mark L. HiedemanNic A. Pearson 
Aaron Thompson/Bron Rammell 
Randall SchulthieslDavid Martinez 
Bannock County Sheriff 
Tape 1010: 211 
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PETER D. McDERMOTT 
District Judge 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
TOREY MICHAEL ADAMCIK, 
 


















CASE NO. CR2006-17984FE-AA 
MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER 
The above named TOREY MICHAEL ADAMCIK and BRIAN LEE DRAPER 
came before the Court for further proceedings pursuant to the Defendant Adamcik's and 
Defendant Draper's Motion to Sever on the 24th day of January, 2007. Defendant Torey 
Adamcik appeared with counsel, Bron Rammell and Aaron Thompson. Defendant Brian Lee 
Draper appeared with counsel Randall Schulthies Chief Public Defender and David Martinez, 
Chief Deputy Public Defender. Mark L. Hiedeman, Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney and 
Vic A. Pearson, Chief Deputy Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney appeared on behalf of the 
State of Idaho. 
At the outset the Court advised respective counsel had met in chambers regarding the 
Case No. CR2006-17984FE 




Court's previous order setting forth conditions for testing on Defendant's Motion to Perform 
Testing on Limited Evidence. The State moved to revise the testing conditions and advised the 
Laboratory performing the testing, nor the State would not oppose Defendant's expert being 
present for the testing process. The Court advised counsel concurred with the revision in 
chambers. 
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREWiTH ORDERED this Court's previous Order 
regarding testing on limited evidence is RESCINDED. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the State Laboratory shall use customary and standard 
procedures to perform the testing. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the State Laboratory shall advise Mark Hiedeman when the 
scheduled testing will take place and thereafter counsel for Defendant Adamcik shall be notified 
and they will have the option to have an expert present at the testing. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED upon conclusion of the testing a written report shall be sent 
to the State who shall have a copy sent to counsel for Defendants Adamcik and Draper. 
The Court having read the transcript of the joint preliminary hearing, briefs of counsel 
received oral argument of counsel regarding Defendant Adamcik's Motion to Sever and 
Defendant Draper's Motion to Sever. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Defendant Adamcik's Motion to Sever and Defendant 
Draper's Motion to Sever are GRANTED. 
Case No. CR2006-17984FE 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED regarding the severance of these matter the case number 
shall remain the same; however, on State vs. Adamcik it shall be CR2006-17984-FE-AA and the 
pleading files shall be maintained separately. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED all counsel shall appear, in chambers, regarding the Voir 
Dire Questionnaire on Wednesday, January 31, 2007 oJ; l():t} t) eLM I 
Subsequently, in chambers with all counsel present, the Court again reiterated that the 
Voir Dire Questionnaires regarding State vs. Draper will be filled out in the courthouse on 
March 15,2007. One hundred fifty shall appear at 9:30 a.m. and another one hundred fifty at 
1 :30 p.m., District Courtroom No. 300. Further, the Court advised that re State vs. Adamcik the 
same procedure will be followed in Twin Falls. Jurors in both matters will be sequestered. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendants are REMANDED to the custody of the 
Bannock County Sheriff with NO BAIL. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 24th day of January, 2007. // 
~~~ 
Copies to: 
Mark L. HiedemanlVic A. Pearson 
Aaron ThompsonIBron Rammell 
Randall Schulthies/David Martinez 
Bannock County Sheriff 
Linda Wright, Twin Falls Trial Court Administrator 
Case No. CR2006-17984FE 




MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
VIC A. PEARSON, ISB #6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecutor 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 














CASE NO. CR-06-17984-FE-tt A A-
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: BRON M. RAMMELL, DIAL MAY & RAMMELL, POBOX 370, Pocatello, Idaho; 
Attorney for the Defendant. 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the 
Idaho Criminal Rules requests discovery and inspection of the following information, 
evidence, and materials: 
1. Any books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects or copies 
or portions thereof, which are within the possession, custody or control of the Defendant, 
and which the Defendant intends to introduce at trial in the above-mentioned case. 
REQUEST - Page 1 
2. Copies of any and all results or reports of physical or mental 
examinations and of any scientific tests or experiments made in connection with the 
above-mentioned case, or copies thereof, within the possession or control of the 
Defendant which the Defendant intends to introduce at trial, or which were prepared by a 
witness whom the defendant intends to call at trial when the results or reports relate to 
testimony of the witness. 
3. Describe any and all documents and tangible evidence, not previously 
disclosed, which Defendant intends to introduce or may introduce at trial. 
4. The names and addresses of lay witnesses the Defendant intends to call 
at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesses. 
5. The names and addresses of expert witnesses the Defendant intends to 
call at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesses. 
6. Under Idaho Code §19-519, if you intend to offer evidence of an alibi in 
your defense, you are hereby required to serve upon me, the undersigned Prosecuting 
Attorney for Bannock County, Idaho, within ten (10) days, a notice in writing of your 
intention to claim such alibi which said notice shall contain specific information as the 
place(s) and time(s) at said place(s) at which you claim to have been on the day of the 
alleged offense, and as particularly as is known to you or your attorney, the names and 
addresses of the individual(s) and/or testimonial witnesses by whom you propose to 
establish such alibi. 
7. This is a continuing Request for Discovery and the Attorney for the 
Defense shall timely file such supplemental responses with the Court and shall serve the 
same upon the State as may be required from time to time to correctly set forth all further 
and different information obtained by the Attorney for the Defense. 
REQUEST - Page 2 
The undersigned further requests that said information, evidence and 
materials be presented to the Office of the Prosecuting Attorney, Bannock County 
Courthouse, Pocatello, Idaho, on or before the fourteenth day from which it has been 
signed, or at such other date and time mutually agreed to by counsel. 
DATED this d~ day of February, 2007. 
Chief Deputy Prosecutor 
Bannock County, Idaho 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on thisJI\,) day of February, 2007, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY was delivered to the 
following: 
BRON M. RAMMELL 
DIAL MAY .& RAMMELL 
POBOX 370 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83204-0370 
[ ] mail -
postage prepaid 
[. ~ hand delivery 
l><1 facsimile 
VIC A. PEARSON 
REQUEST - Page 3 
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OR LINE f.AIL 
ER 
MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
E-2) BUSY 
E-4) NO FACSIMILE CONNECIION 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. BoxP 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
VIC A. PEARSON. ISS #6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecutor 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 















CASE NO. CR-06-17984-FE-C 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: BRON M. RAMMELL, DIAL MAY & RAMMELL. POBOX 370. Pocatello, [daho; 
Attorney for the Defendant. 
PLEASE TAKE NO/ICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the 
Idaho Criminal Rules requests discovery and inspection of the following infon-nation, 
evidence, and materials: 
1. Any books; papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects or copies 
or portions thereof. which are within the possession. custody or control of the Defendant, 
and which the Defendant intends to introduce at trial in the above-mentioned case. 
REQUEST - Page 1 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq . 
...-J DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
.. ~ Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
9'" Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY 
REQUESTS FOR DISCOVERY 
REQUEST NO.1: Any books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects or 
copies or portions thereof, which are within the possession, custody or control of the Defendant, 
and which the Defendant intends to introduce at trial in the above-mentioned case. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.1: The information applicable to this request is in the 
possession, custody or control of the State. Defendant specifically reserves the right to use any 
and all books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects or copies or portions thereof at 
the trial in this matter, which includes any and all of the evidence accumulated by the State in 
this case and disclosed to the Defendant, the hearing and preliminary hearing transcripts, 
statements of various individuals interviewed in this matter and the results of any testing or 
analysis that has not been provided to the Defendant at this point. As information becomes 
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available, this request may be supplemented, though items within the possession, custody or 
control of the State will likely not be identified with greater specificity than that provided from 
the State. 
REQUEST NO.2: Copies of any and all results or reports of physical or mental 
examinations and of any scientific tests or experiments made in connection with the above-
mentioned case, or copies thereof, within the possession or control of the Defendant which the 
Defendant intends to introduce at trial, or which were prepared by a witness whom the Defendant 
intends to call at trial when the results or reports related to the testimony of the witness. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.2: There are no reports applicable to this case at the 
present time. 
REQUEST NO.3: Describe any and all documents and tangible evidence, not 
previously disclosed, which Defendant intends to introduce or may introduce at trial. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.3: The Defendant, Torey Adamcik, objects to 
Request No.3, to the extent it exceeds the limits of Idaho Criminal Rule 16 and violates the 
Defendants Fourth, Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights. Without waiving any 
objections, the Defendant refers the State to the responses as set forth in the answers to Requests 
No.1 and No.2. 
REQUEST NO.4: The names and addresses of lay witnesses the Defendant intends to 
call at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesses. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.4: The Defendant, Torey Adamcik, objects to 
Request No.4, to the extent it exceeds the limits of Idaho Criminal Rule 16 and violates the 
Defendants Fourth, Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights. Without waiving any 
objections, the Defendant may call any or all of the individuals identified by the State as 
witnesses or persons having information relevant to this case, including police officers, forensic 
examiners, individuals who know either of the Defendants, their families or the deceased, or the 
deceased's family, which specifically includes Brian Draper. The Defendant also reserves the 
right to testify himself, though this statement is merely intended to comply with the spirit of Rule 
16 and is in no way a waiver of the Defendant's Fifth Amendment rights. Further, the Defendant 
may call Defendant's parents, the Defendant's grandmother, Barbara Adamcik, the Parents of 
Brian Draper, along with other individuals not currently known by the Defendant and not 
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disclosed by the State. Defendant specifically objects to providing the substance of the' 
testimonies as being violative of the Defendant's Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Amendment rights 
REQUEST NO.5: The names and addresses of expert witnesses the Defendant 
intends to call at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesses. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.5: The Defendant, Torey Adamcik, objects to 
Request No.5, to the extent it exceeds the limits of Idaho Criminal Rule 16 and violates the 
Defendants Fourth, Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights. Without waiving any 
objections, the Defendant has not determined which, if any, expert witnesses he intends to call at 
trial at this time. This determination will likely be made after the Defendant receives all 
evidence requested from the State, and all evidence produced by the State pursuant to Idaho 
Criminal Rule 16(a), and after all information relating to the examinations, tests, or experiments 
in connection with this case are provided to the Defendant. 
REQUEST NO.7: This is a continuing Request for Discovery and the Attorney for 
the Defense shall timely file such supplemental responses with the Court and shall serve the 
same upon the State as may be required from time to time to correctly set forth all further and 
different information obtained by the Attorney for the Defense. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.7: The Defendant, Torey Adamcik, objects to this 
request to the extent it exceeds the limits ofIdaho Criminal Rule 16 and violates the Defendant' s 
Fourth, Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights. 
DATED this --1- day of February, 2007. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
Attorneys for Defendant, 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Response to RequestF'or Discover I 
the following named persons at the addresses shown and in the pl~mner 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this -!f-day of February, 2007. 
/ 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] H~elivery 
[ -rr:J.S. Mail 




MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
IDAHO FALLS, Idaho 83405-1219-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
VIC A. PEARSON 158#6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
.~ .. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 














RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: BRON M. RAMMELL, DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for the 
Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through VIC A. PEARSON, 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, 
and responds to Defendant's Request for Discovery as follows: 
RESPONSE NO.2: For written or recorded statements of the co-
defendant, please see seven pages consisting of 1 page of poem(s), a 4 page letter 
and a 2 page letter taken from the cell of Brian Draper and attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference. 
RESPONSE - Page 1 
RESPONSE NO.4: The following is a list of documents and tangible 
objects that may used at the time of trial: Please see the attached lists - Evidence List 
and Property List, which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference. Copies of 
items which are new are in bold print and are attached and incorporated by reference: 
case notes from Detective Tom Foltz and Detective Toni Vollmer and an audio/video DVD 
of the InteNiew with Frederick Hofmeister. 
RESPONSE NO.5: The following is a list of physical or mental 
examinations and/or scientific tests or experiments made in connection with this case: 
Please see the AI\t1ENDED lists - Evidence List and Property List, which are attached 
tl II? ' hereto and incorporated by reference, scientific tests or experiments are: Forensic DNA 
?p 
Report by Cynthia Hall consisting of 3 pages plus a one page request for restitution, and 
Forensic Biology Report by Stacy E. Guess consisting of 5 pages. 
RESPO NSE NO.6: The following list of individuals may be called to testify 
at the time of trial: Please see the AMENDED list of law enforcement and profession 
witnesses and civilian witnesses, which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference. 
New possible witnesses are in bold type face. 
At the present time, to the best knowledge of the plaintiff, only the 
aforementioned individuals with an "*,, before their name have a record of felony 
convictions. Copies of the criminal histories for these individuals is attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference. For statements made by prosecution witnesses, please see 
police reports. 
RESPONSE NO.7: For reports or memorandum made by police officers, 
please see updated Bannock County Sheriff's Department Offense Report No. 06-
RESPONSE - Page 2 
84057 attached hereto and incorporated by reference: new supplements are from 
numbers 84 thru 88. 
The State reserves the right to supplement this response upon receipt of evidence 
not currently in our possession. 
DATED this ';l~4ay of February, 2007. 
~f 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this 2M-ay of February, 2007, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY was 
delivered to the following: 
BRON M. RAMMELL 
DIAL MAY & RAMMELL 
POBOX 370 
POCATELLO, 10 83204-0370 
[] mail -
. ~tage prepaid 
[\]...Rand delivery 
[ ] facsimile 234-2961 
~>~ IC A. PEARSON r 




STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## 
Pgs 
BRIAN DRAPER INFORMATION 
"Diary Entries" -12/25/00,08/21/01,8/20/01,12/19/01, 15 
12/20/01,12/24/01,12/26/01,06/07/04,06/08/04, 
06/27/04,09/01/04,02/11/05, 08/08/05,08/11/05 
Witness statement 4 
Miranda Sheet dated 09/27/06 1 
Drawings dated 09/27/06 5 
Drawings dated 09/26/06 1 
Miranda Sheet dated 09/29/06 1 
Sketch of house with backyard 1 
Poems/sketches/pictures from Brian's bedroom 10 
10/24/06 Search of Brian Draper's Cell at the jail 6 
Document taken off Brian Draper's computer by Det. 13 
John Walker 
Police Copy of complaint 2 
Brian Draper's "MySpace.com" profile 2 
Fallenslipnot.com website 6 
Miranda Sheet dated 09/28/06 1 
"Black River" off of Draper's computer 12 
Report Supplement #79 with copies of letters written by 18 
Draper attached 
Draper Correspondence from Jail 87 
Data/Audio CD Call Queue Report for Draper 44 
Poem & 2 Letters from cell 7 
BANNOCK COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT DETECTIVES' NOTES 
Andy Thomas 44 
Andy Thomas - additional notes 10 
Doug Armstrong 56 
Mark Ballard 19 
Justin Cannon 2 
Alex Hamilton 60 
Alex Hamilton Research 
Pages on Masks 12 
www.fallenslipknot.tripod.com 15 
Pictures 2 
Ed Gein 35 
American Psycho 12 
Toni Vollmer 104 
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Tom Foltz 67 
CASSIE STODDART 
Consent to Search signed by Anna Stoddart 1 
Medical Release and Record from Children's Clinic 14 
Driver's License Record and Criminal Check 2 
"MySpace.com" profile 19 
CELLULAR TELEPHONE RECORDS 
Torey Adamcik 2 
Chronological Breakdown of calls between 09/22/06 6 
and 09/24/06 prepared by Julie Donahue, ISPI 






Idaho State Police Forensic Services Submission Form 2 
BCSO Property Record by Det. Toni Vollmer 6 
BCSO Evidence Submission Form by Det. Mark Ba"ard 6 
BCSO Property Record by Mark Ba"ard 16 
BCSO Evidence Submission Form by Det. Doug 3 
Armstrong 
BCSO Property Receipt by Det. Tom Foltz 1 
BCSO Property Record by Det. Tom Foltz 1 
BCSO Property Record by Det. Andy Thomas 1 
IDAHO STATE POLICE NOTES 
Det. John Ganske 38 
Det. Gary Brush 34 
Det. Tom Sellers 18 
Det. John Kempf 19 
Det. Julie Donahue 50 
Det. Frank Csajko 22 
Det. Don Broughton 26 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## 
Pgs 
COMPACT DISCS / RECORDED INTERVIEWS 
Miscellaneous Discs 9 
911 Calls to Bannock Co. Sheriff s Dispatch, 9/24/06 
Home Video by Brain Draper and Torey Adamcik 
Transcript of Home Video 
Recordings of the answering machine 
ISU enhanced version of Adamcik & Drapers' Video 
ISP Crime Scene Sketch on Disc. 
CD of Photos from Draper Cell 
CD of Jail Calls & Visits with Draper and Adamcik 
CD of Autopsy Photos (recopy) 




Interviews for September 26, 2006 5 
Matt Beckham 2nd Interview 
Matt Beckham 3rd Interview 
Brian Draper 2nd Interview 2 disc set 
Victor Price Polygraph 
Anna Stoddart V SA test 
Interview for September 27,2006 8 
Matt Beckham Polygraph, 2 disc set 
Matt Beckham Post Polygraph Interview 
Torey Adamcik 2nd Interview 
Brian Draper 3rd Interview (Confession) at BCSO 
Ronald Stoddart Interview 
Yolanda Stoddart Interview 
Adam Dykman Interview - Disc 1 or 2 
Adam Dykman / April Phillips Interview - Disc 2 of 2 
Interviews for September 28,2006 3 
Brain Draper 4th Interview 
Amber Phillips Interview 
Joe Lucero Interview 




Matt & Sherri consent for DNA 
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Interview for Se~tember 24,2006 1 
Frederick Hofmeister 
VIDEO/DVD'S 117 
Low/No Light Video of Crime Scene and Area 
Search Warrant of Adamcik Residence 
Low Light Video of danny Dixon Residence 
Crime Scene Video 1 
Crime Scene Video 2 
Search Warrant of Draper Residence 
Post Search Video of Crime Scene Upon Completion 
Higbee's VHS of Adamcik Search Warrant 
LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACT INFORMATION 
Richard Nelson 2 
Joy Nelson 2 
Dustin Jade Morgan photograph and information 4 
Ralph Nelson 2 
Derek Lindberg 16 
Daniel Warner 2 
LAB REPORTS 
ISP Forensic SeNices Evidence Submission Form·- 2 
Det. Mark Ballard 
ISP Forensic SeNices Evidence Submission/Receipt 1 
Form - Det. Mark Ballard 
ISP Forensic SeNices Lab Report by Gary Cushman 3 
ISP Forensic SeNices Evidence Receipt and Property 7 
Report (List of items for testing.) Lab results possibly 
available by Mid February. 
NMS Lab Report for Cassie Stoddart Blod 2 
ISP Forensic Services Lab Report by Stacey Guess 5 
ISP Forensic Services Lab Report by Cynthia Hall 3 
ISP Forensic Services Lab DNA Restitution 1 
MAJOR INCIDENT LOGS 
Letter Size pages 12 
Legal Size Pages 13 
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Consent to Search 1 
Picture 1 
Driver's License and Criminal check 2 
Statement 1 
Sketched Diagrams 3 
ISP Rights Form 1 
Sherri Beckham statement 1 
Driver's License Photo and information 1 
Finger Print Card 1 
Det. Andy Thomas Notes 2 
MISCELLANEOUS 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 04- 7 
P05848 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 04-
P22062 - Supplements 
Confidentiality agreement 1 
Letter dated 10/18/06 from Bron Rammell 1 
Bannock County Sheriff's Department Offense Report 3 
No. 06-B4075 
Letter dated 09/29/06 from Don Cotant, Pocatello High 1 
School Principal 
Bannock County Sheriff's Department Offense Report 3 
No. 06-B4065 
Ralph Nelson Driver's License and Personal History 3 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 06- 5 
P25735 
Letter to Downard Hansen Funeral Home by Det. 1 
Thomas 
Letters to Local Law Enforcement by Det. Thomas and 10 
Vic Pearson 
Map of Evidence Hiding Place & Measurements 2 
ISP Detailed History for Holbert call out 2 
NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION 
Neighborhood Platt 1 
Telephone Book Pages 2 
Address Information 1 
Page 5 of 8 






























STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 




ISP Area Canvass Forms 16 
PHONE TIPS 
BCSO case Tip Sheets dated 09/25 & 26/06 5 
Hand Notes from Tips 2 
Information Control Sheets 1-26 & 28-30 29 
Hand Notes 1 
Power County Sheriffs Department Offense Report No. 5 
01-2006-02801 
Information Control Filter Report 23 
PHOTO LINE UPS 
Line Ups 6 
Beckham Driver's License 1 
Adamcik Driver's License 1 
Photo 1 
PHOTOGRAPHS AND LOGS 
12 Pictures from Cassie Stoddart's Autopsy 2 
Compact discs 5 
Thumbnails from CDs 82 
Autopsy Photo Log 6 
Hand Written Photo Log by Alex Hamilton 25 
Brian Draper Cell 27 
POCATELLO HIGH SCHOOL LOCKERS 
Copies of Video Boxes 7 
Book 7 
Bell Schedule 1 
Property Receipt from Cassie Stoddart's Locker 1 
Consent Form signed by Anna Stoddart 1 
LAW ENFORCEMENT REPORTS 
BCSO Offense Report No. 06-B4057 224 
UPDATED BCSO OR #06-B4057 281 
BCSO OR #06-B4057 Supplements 85, 86 & 87 3 
Autopsy Report by Steven Skoumal 15 
ISP Forensic Lab Crime Scene Inventory Report 7 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Specifics Items 
Pgs 
SIGNED ISP Forensic Lab Crime Scene Inventory 9 
Report 
ISP Forensic Lab Hand Written Notes by Skyler 9 
Anderson 
ISP Investigations Report No. Z06000052- 62 
Investigative Report List (2), Original (3) plus 23 
supplements (57) 
PPD Offense Report No. 06-P21017 15 
Certification of Medical Records from Patti Knapp PMC 1 
FBI Hand Written Notes by Derwin Berg 3 
STATEMENTS 
Anna Stoddart 1 
Victor Price 2 
Frank Contreras 1 
A"ison Serr-Contreras (includes diagram) 3 
Shelby McClusky 1 
Sheri Henderson 1 
Darre" Henderson 2 
Riley Smith 2 
Ethan Smith 2 
Christy Barbre drawing 1 
Copy of Reciepts from Ronald Stoddart 1 
Chris Mathews 3 
Adam Dykman 4 
Andrew Witcher 1 
SEARCH WARRANTS 
Affidavit of Probable Cause, Search Warrant, Return to 23 
Search Warrant for Computers, Cameras, Film etc. 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 17 
09/27/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
1598 Point View 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 15 
09/27/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
1030 Shale Drive 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 14 
09/29/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
Pocatello High School Locker #3124 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## 
Specifics Items Pgs 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 13 
09/29/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
Pocatello High School Locker #2208 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 15 
10/04/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
1598 Point View 
Petition for Detention and Order of Detention dated 5 
10/04/06 for blood and hair samples and oral swabs; 
and Receipt, Inventory, Return of Detention Order 
dated 10/11/06 from Torey Adamcik 
Petition for Detention and Order of Detention dated 5 
10/04106 for blood and hair samples and oral swabs; 
and Receipt, Inventory, Return of Detention Order 
dated 10/11/06 from Brian Draper 
ISP Permission to Search signed by Frank Contreras 1 
PPD Permission to Search signed by Amber(?) and 1 
Doug Dykman 
TOREY ADAMCIK 
Notebook page - List of Supplies & Victims 1 
Police Copy of Complaint 2 
Hand Written notes of 09/27/06 Interview 7 
Written Statement 1 
ISP Rights Form 1 
Drawings dated 09/27/06 2 
Law enforcement information printout 5 
Driver's License printout 1 
Westmark Credit Union Savings Passbook 2 
"Ideas for the Movie" 5 
Notebook of sketches, sons & poems 49 
Love note from Jodi Chandler 1 
Handwritten Instructions for copying 1 
Dani Dixon's Yearbook Page 1 
Adamcik Correspondence from Jail 65 
Data/audio CD Call Queue Report for Adamick 53 
WEATHER SERVICE INFORAMTION 
http://aa.unso.navv.millcqi-bin/aa pap.pl 3 
Decoding a MET AR observation by David Phelps 5 
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I Record of River and Climatological Observations I 2 I 11/14/06 
























OTHER FORENSIC LABS 







DOWNARD FUNERAL HOME 
DAVE LANCE 
MEDICAL PERSONNEL 
DR. STEVE SKOUMAL 
DR. CHARLES GARRISON 















WESTERN PATHOLOGY ASSOC. 
246 N 18TH , POCATELLO 
233-3764 
PMC EAST 




MARY BLATTNER 13770 N WHITECLOUO 237-0203 
POCATELLO, 10 83201 
JOSEPHINA SISNEROS 1143 N HARRISON 232-3561 
POCATELLO, 10 83204 
ROBBIE McCOY (JUV) 1247 KINGHORN RO 237-7191 
POCATELLO, 10 83201 
BRITTANY CORBRIDGE (JUV) 637 S HAYES AVE 317-5675 
POCATELLO, 10 83204 
SANDRA GRAVES 11310 W WHISPERING CLIFFS, 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
t SUSAN ASHTON 1256 KINGHORN RO APT 0 223-1021 
f) POCATELLO 10 83201 
KAOEE PENA (JUV) 4957 BANNOCK HWY 234-4574 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
AL YSSA ARMIJO (JUV) 777 GREED RO 234-3753 
POCATELLO 10 
MICAH ASHTON (JUV) 1256 KINGHORN RO APT 0 223-1021 
POCATELLO 10 
RONALD YOUNG 11316 WHISPERING CLIFFS 
POCATELLO 10 
SHELBIE CAMMACK (JUV) 249 TAFT AVE 637-2231 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
DAVID HOLTZEN (JUV) 635 RICHLAND AVE 478-2669 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
CHRIS MATHEWS (JUV) 1040 MEMORY LANE 237-2645 
POCATELLO 10 83201 220-1154 
TRACI SANTILLANES 11328 WHISPERING CLIFFS 238-7029 
PCOATELLO 01 83202 
PAUL SISNEROS 1143 N HARRISON AVE 232-3561 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
CINOYTARGETI 1236 KINGHORN RO 637-0566 
POCATELLO 10 83201 234-7500 
DEXTER PITMAN 13689 N MARBLE DR 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
JERRY TARGETI 1236 KINGHORN RO 637-0566 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
MARK OLSON (JUV) 
RAMANA RAYBORN 2344 HORIZON DR 232-5835 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
TRACEY DUSTIN (JUV) 995 WI LSON AVE #5 478-2151 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
HEATHER GRAVATT (JUV) RT 2 BOX 55A (SILER ROAD) 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
Page 2 of 4 ;;;.<{i, 01/10107 
CIVILIAN WITNESSES 
HEATHER HARMON (JUV) RT2 N BOX 66 237-8410 
POCATELLO 10 83202 251-2596 
TRISTIN ELDRIDGE (JUV) 
JOEL CUNNINGHAM (JUV) 1730 W QUINN RD #60 478-6823 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
KALEB GARDINER (JUV) 221 STUART AVE 232-1517 
GARDNER CHUBBUCK 10 83202 
AUBREY TAYLOR (JUV) 1046 MT MCGUIRE DR 233-3757 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
KEELY WATKINS (JUV) 1544 JUNIPER DRIVE 233-2343 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
TIFFANY CHAVEZ (JUV) 
ASHLEY OMANS (JUV) 1257 RIDGE ST 637-1115 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
ANGELA SMITH 92 TOPONCE ST 233-0020 
POCATELLO 10 83204 233-7541 
ALEXIS ANDERSON (JUV) 5005 CHINOOK ST 234-4917 
POCATELLO 10 83204 251-3474 
JIM WORKMAN (JUV) 5104 APACHE AVE 233-4258 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
JOSEPH THOMAS LACEY (JUV) 969 HIGHLAND BLVD 234-1537 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
DARRELL WAYNE HENDERSON 11500 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-5816 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
SHARI DORA HENDERSON 11500 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-5816 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
FRANK CONTRERAS 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1899 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
ALLISON SERR-CONTRERAS 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1899 
POCATELLO 10 83202 760-0305 
MATIHEW PATRICK BECKHAM 1505 EASTRIDGE DR 13 478-2005 
(JUV) POCATELLO 10 83201 
AMBER CHANTEAL PHILLIPS (JUV) 234 NORTH 9TH 223-4152 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
APRIL PHILLIPS (JUV) 234 NORTH 9TH 223-4152 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
ELLEN MAE PHILLIPS 234 NORTH 9TH 223-4152 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
WADE DOUGLAS SEMONS 11396 WHISPERING CLIFFS 238-0629 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
WILLIAM ANDREW SEMONS (JUV) 11396 WHISPERING CLIFFS 238-0629 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
;; «7 
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CIVILIAN WITNESSES 
RANDALL PHARRIS 11344 WHISPERING CLIFFS 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
GABE JOEL JARDINE (JUV) 1499 SEIRRA DR 237-0872 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
JENNIFER L YNNETTE JARDINE 1499 SEIRRA DR 237-0872 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
KERRY LYNN DRAPER 1030 SHAEL DR 232-1067 
PCOATELLO 10 83204 
PAMELA DRAPER 1030 SHAEL DR 232-1067 
PCOATELLO 10 83204 317-8789 
SEAN THOMAS ADAMCIK 1598 POINTE VIEW 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
MATTHEW LANHAM (JUV) 1730 W QUINN RD #237 237-6531 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
RILEY SMITH (JUV) 9871 ESHELMAN ST 672-8688 
BOISE 10 724-7215 
ETHAN SMITH (JUV) 9871 ESHELMAN ST 672-8688 
BOISE 10 
KRISTEN BARTA (JUV) 1313 W QUINN RD 237-0350 
POCATELLO 
MIRANDA CHACON (JUV) 2695 VIA VALDARNO 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
DANNI DIXON (JUV?) 11880 PHILBIN RD 238-1778 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
SHAYL YN MCINTIRE (JUV) 1517 N GARFIELD AVE 232-3268 
POCATELLO 10 83204 223-8291 
ADAM DYKMAN (JUV) 1320 W ELDREDGE RD 237-2893 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
VICTOR PRICE 1256 KINGHORN DR #C 223-4602 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
BROOKE ARELLANO (JUV) 4773 WHITAKER RD 637-0981 
CHUBBUCK 10 83202 
ANDREW WITCHER (JUV) 843 N ARTHUR AVE 232-5231 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
SHELBY MCCLUSKEY (JUV) 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1889 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
CHEYENNE MCCLUSKEY (JUV) 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1889 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
DYLAN CONTRERAS (JUV) 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1889 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
ANNA STODDART 1256 KINGHORN RD APT C 232-3561 
POCATELLO 10 83201 232-8890 
FREDERICK HOFMEISTER (JUV) 855 W SUBLETTE ST 406-4965 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
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Bron M. Ramrnell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. WhitmanIP.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR -2006-17984-FE-AA 
DEFENDANT'S FIRST 
SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE TO 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
Without waiving any of Defendant's prior objections, Defendant provides the following 
information and supplementation to the information originally provided to the State on February 
7,2007. 
REQUESTS FOR DISCOVERY 
REQUEST NO.1: Any books, papers, documents, photographs, tangible objects or 
copies or portions thereof, which are within the possession, custody or control of the Defendant, 
and which the Defendant intends to introduce at trial in the above-mentioned case. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.1: While Defendant still has not determined which, if 
any, documents he intends to introduce at Trial in this case, Defendant believes that the written 
statements of individuals interviewed by the State in this matter, reports and results of any testing 
or analysis, the photographs, recordings of interviews, writings taken from Brian Draper, and 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - DEFENDANT'S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY PAGE I OF 4 
Brian Draper's computer, along with numerous other documents and tangible objects, papers, 
and potential evidence currently in the custody, possession or control of the State may be 
introduced. Additionally, a transcript of any recordings, including the confession of Brian 
Draper and his videotape, will be prepared and introduced. The transcripts are currently a work 
in progress and are not complete. 
At this point in time, any items properly discoverable under this request are in th": 
possession, custody or control of the State, other than Brian Draper's school records, which 
Defendant is currently in the process of obtaining, and the transcripts referred to above. It is 
likely that additional information relevant to this request will be discovered and prepared, and 
will be disclosed to the State if appropriate, once the State's forensic information has been 
f V provided to the defense in this matter. 
~ 'rJ REQUEST NO.2: Copies of any and all results or reports of physical or mental 
examinations and of any scientific tests or experiments made in connection with the above-
mentioned case, or copies thereof, within the possession or control of the Defendant which the 
Defendant intends to introduce at trial, or which were prepared by a witness whom the Defendant 
intends to call at trial when the results or reports related to the testimony of the witness. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.2: There are no reports applicable to this request 
(other than those within the possession, custody or control of the State) at the present time. 
REQUEST NO.3: Describe any and all documents and tangible evidence, not 
previously disclosed, which Defendant intends to introduce or may introduce at triaL 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.3: Please see Response to Requests No.1 and 2. 
REQUEST NO.4: The names and addresses of lay witnesses the Defendant intends to 
call at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesses. 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.4: In addition to those individuals identified by the 
State as having information or being potential witnesses in this case, Defendant has not identified 
any lay witnesses other than those referred to in the original Response to Request No.4, and 
those set forth in Response to Request No.5. 
REQUEST NO.5: The names and addresses of expert witnesses the Defendant 
intends to call at trial, and the substance of the testimony of such witnesses. 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - DEFENDANT'S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY PAGE 2 OF 4 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO.5: At this time, there are no reports of examinations 
or tests which the Defendant intends to introduce as evidence at the Trial in this matter. 
Defendant has been waiting for forensic reports and examinations from the State. Once this 
information is obtained, it is anticipated that Defendant's experts will engage in further analysis, 
perform tests and prepare reports that may be responsive to this request. However, none such 
exist at this time. 
Dr. Edward Leis 
Pathologist 
Medical Examiner's Office State of Utah 
8 N. Medical Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84113 
Rudi Reit 
Forensic Expert 
7347 SE 133rd Place 
Portland, Oregon 97236 
Gregory DeClue 
Forensic Psychologist 
16443 Winburn Place 
Sarasota, FL 34240-9228 
Robert La Pier & Associates 
Police Procedures Expert 
3622 E 100 North 
Rigby, Idaho 83422 
Rosie McBride 
Transcriptionist 
624 E Center 
Pocatello, ID 83201 
DATED this 6th day of March, 2007. 
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DIAL, MA Y & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
Attorneys for Defendant, 
I 
V; 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Defendant's First Supplemental Response to 
Request For Discovery was served on the following named persons at the addresses shown and 
in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. BoxP 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this 6th day of March, 2007. 
~mile 
[ ] Hand Delivery 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - DEFENDANT'S FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
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MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
IDAHO FALLS, Idaho 83405-1219-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
VIC A. PEARSON 158#6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 













RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: BRON M. RAMMELL, DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for the 
Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through VIC A. PEARSON, 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, 
and responds to Defendant's Request for Discovery as follows: 
RESPONSE NO.4: The following is a list of documents and tangible objects that 
may used at the time of trial: Please see the attached lists - Evidence List and Property 
List, which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference. The Autopsy Review 
performed by Dr. Garrison and Lt. Vollmer's Work Product CD are attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference. 
RESPONSE - Page 1 
RESPONSE NO.5: The following is a list of physical or mental examinations 
and/or scientific tests or experiments made in connection with this case: Please see the 
attached - Evidence List and Property List, which is attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference. The Autopsy Review performed by Dr. Garrison is attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference. 
The State reserves the right to supplement this response upon receipt of evidence 
not currently in our possession. 
DATED this 8~ of March, 2007. 
VCA PEARSON 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
~ 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this L day of March, 2007, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY was 
delivered to the following: 
BRON M. RAMMELL 
DIAL MAY & RAMMELL 
PO BOX 370 
POCATELLO, 10 83204-0370 
RESPONSE - Page 2 
[ ] mail -
. ~ge prepaid 
~nd delivery 
[] facsimile 234-2961 
VIC A PEARSON 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
j .~ [~t 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
MOTION TO STRIKE STATE'S 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO SEEK LIFE 
WITHOUT PAROLE 
COMES NOW Defendant Torey Adamcik through counsel, and moves this Court 
for an Order striking the State's Notice of Intent to Seek Life Without Parole. The 
reasons for this Motion are that there is no proper basis or authority for removing the 
Court's discretion in this matter, there is no provision requiring this Court to mandate life 
in prison without parole for Torey Adamcik, who is and was a juvenile at the time of the 
alleged crimes. 
WHEREFORE, Defendant Torey Adamcik requests that this Court strike the 
State's Notice of Intent to Seek Life Without Parole. 
DATED this Kday of March, 2007. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHTD. 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certifY that on this date a copy of the Motion to Strike State's Notice of Intent to 
Seek Life Without Parole was served on the following named persons at the addresses 
shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this 6ay of March, 2007 
[~Facs' ile 
[ ] d Delivery 
[ .S. Mail 
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LIFE WITHOUT PAROLE - CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE - PAGE 2 
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Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
FILED 
~ '. '\~/ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
Plaintiff, 




COMES NOW the Defendant, through counsel, and moves this Court for an 
Order, pursuant to Idaho Code § 19-815A and Idaho Criminal Rule 48, dismissing the 
charges in this matter. This Motion is supported by the Affidavit of Bron M Rammell, 
attached hereto; the Court Record in this matter, and the Memorandum in Support of 
Motion to Dismiss attached hereto and incorporated herein. 
Alternatively, Defendant requests that this matter be remanded for a new 
Preliminary Hearing that complies with the Constitution Statutes and Rules of the State 
ofIdaho and of the United States. 
DATED this JS~y of March, 2007. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHTD. 
Attorneys fo Defendant 
MOTION TO DISMISS - CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-F 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Motion to Dismiss was served on the 
following named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this 16th day of March, 2007 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] Ij9nd Delivery 
[pfD.S. Mail 
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Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
vs. 
Plaintiff, AFFIDAVIT OF BRON RAMMELL IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION TO DISMISS 
TOREY ADAMCIK, 
Defendant. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: ss 
County of BANNOCK ) 
I, Bron M. Rarnmell, being first duly sworn, depose and say: 
1. I make the following statements based upon my personal knowledge. 
2. I am the attorney for Defendant, Torey Adamcik. 
3. Attached hereto is a true and correct copy of excerpts from the 
Preliminary Hearing Transcript of November 3, 2006 and the Transcript 
from the Hearing of November 2, 2006. 
4. Defendant's Memorandum is filed with this Affidavit. The Memorandum 
identifies the eight primary issues presented to the Court by this filing. 
5. Because the majority of Defendant's Preliminary Hearing dealt with 
inadmissible evidence, my energies as counsel were spent attempting to 
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object to, confront and impeach evidence that it was not possible to 
confront. 
6. It was not possible to confront the evidence because the source of the 
information was Co-Defendant Brian Draper, who told the Court he would 
not testify at the Hearing (asserting his Fifth Amendment rights) and he 
could not be examined as to the truth of any of the matters Detective 
Thomas said Brian Draper had told him. 
7. Because the Preliminary Hearing was long, the entire day was extremely 
exhausting and unsettling. Although I normally worry about presenting a 
legal defense, and providing a defendant with fully effective counsel, at 
this Hearing, I also had to take antagonistic positions towards Co-
Defendant Brian Draper, whose Preliminary Hearing was held at the same 
time. 
8. The extensive media compounded the problems. 
9. The impact of media on the case is illustrated by the fact that many people 
approached me in the days following the Hearing and asked if I was 
grateful that the "Trial" was over and Torey Adamcik had confessed. 
10. Because it is not clear from the Hearing Transcripts, due to problems in 
the recording, I am providing the following additional information about 
the Hearing: 
A. The State was allowed to introduce evidence at the Hearing that 
it had expressly stated it did not have or that it would not try to 
introduce at the Preliminary Hearing. 
B. This prevented me from cross-examining witnesses about this 
evidence. 
C. I did not have adequate time to properly prepare for the Hearing, 
especially when significant evidence was not even given to me until 
10-15 minutes before the lunch break at the Preliminary Hearing 
ended. 
11. Since the Preliminary Hearing, additional information supporting this 
Motion has come to light. 
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12. On February 26,2007, I received a "summary of notes" of Dr. Garrison. 
13. In those notes, it was revealed that Dr. Garrison had examined important 
evidence in this case, and had reached significant opinions and 
conclusions regarding the evidence in this matter, prior to the Preliminary 
Hearing. 
14. A copy of Dr. Garrison's notes are attached hereto, so that this Court can 
evaluate the importance of this information to the Defendant. 
15. The notes are attached for the limited purpose of illustrating the 
significance of the State's nondisclosure of this information, and the 
Defense is not agreeing to its admissibility. 
16. 
17. 
My office has not received a copy of any autopsy reports or records 
containing Dr. Garrison's notes or actual opinions as of the date of this 
Affidavit. 
I believe that we are entitled to receIve this information and take a 
deposition of Dr. Garrison. 
18. I would have called additional witnesses at the Preliminary Hearing, 
including Dr. Garrison, had I been aware that Dr. Garrison was involved 
in the collection of evidence to the extent he apparently was. 
19. If there are other witnesses the State has not disclosed, they should be 
compelled to immediately disclose the information, and our office counsel 
should be given the opportunity to depose these individuals as well. 
20. Finally, the Transcript from the Preliminary Hearing and the Hearing of 
November 2, 2006 is unintelligible in places, and does not reflect the 
actual argument and testimony given. 
2l. Because the record is not "verbatim," as required by Idaho law and due 
process, there are concerns about the integrity of the document and its 
reliability as evidence in this case. 
22. The State did not introduce any evidence as to some elements of the 
crimes Torey has been charged with. 
23. The Defendant will be prevented from adequately preparing for Trial, if he 
is not allowed to have a meaningful Preliminary Hearing; where hearsay is 
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2007. 
disallowed; where he is not forced to attempt 
testimonial statements of a Co-defendant, when the 
unavailable for cross-examination; where he is provided 
State has considered or relied upon at the Preliminary Hearin 
witnesses and evidence are disclosed sufficiently in advance 
basic preparation. 
24. Torey Adamcik, through Affiant, requests that 
Defendant's Motion in this matter, and that the 
opportunity to examine Dr. Garrison, his opinions and 
as any other witnesses the State is aware of that have 
disclosed. 
FURTHER AFFIANT SA YETH NAUGHT 
DATED this 16th day of March, 2007. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before m 
(Seal) 
~~~~ TY M:PE~ ~~~~ 
NOTARY PUBLIC OF IDAHO 
Residing in: Pocatello, Idaho 
Commission Expires: 6/6/20 
:)6d.... 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this date a copy of the Affidavit of Bran M Rammel! in 
Support of Motion to Dismiss was served on the following named persons at the 
addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. BoxP 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this 16th day of March, 2007. 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] H3Pd Delivery 
[ «--t'O. S. Mail 
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Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
.. -. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO DISMISS 
Defendant Torey Adamcik, by and through his counsel of record, Bron M. 
Rammell, of the firm Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd., hereby respectfully submits this 
Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss. 
I. ISSUES 
Torey Adamcik's Motion seeks to remedy Federal Constitutional errors at the 
Preliminary Hearing of November 3,2006. In this context, at least one court has stated, 
"before trial [a] matter can be expeditiously returned to the trial court for proceedings 
free from the challenged defect." Woodman v. Superior Court, 200 CaL App. 3d. 124 
(1988). 
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If resolved now, Torey Adamcik's Trial date will likely not need to be disturbed, 
in the event a new commitment is properly obtained by the State. Both the State and 
Torey will benefit from compliance with the statutory and constitutional constraints. 
There were at least eight separate material errors at the Preliminary Hearing that 
are sufficiently prejudicial to Torey Adamcik, that Convictions have been reversed or 
Commitments set aside for the same or similar problems in other reported cases. When 
one looks at the errors cumulatively, the likelihood of an Appellate Court concluding that 
the Commitment should have been set-aside increases, exponentially. At a minimum, the 
risk is substantially increased. I 
While it is conceded that one can not know with any real certainty what an 
Appellate court will do, the fact alone that other cases have heard the same or similar 
issues and determined that the defendant in those cases was not properly bound over, 
requiring reversal or remand, should cause serious pause. Considering the effort, 
sacrifice and cost numerous people will have invested in this case by the time the jury 
makes its decision, gambling that the case will not have to be done again, should be 
measured carefully against the small cost of correcting the Constitutional violations now. 
Finally, it is also conceded that some of the issues identified are certainly 
stronger than others, and therefore much more likely to result in a reversal of the 
commitment or reversal of any conviction if not corrected at this stage in the proceedings. 
Nevertheless, there is at least one case with each issue, that would suggest that failure to 
correct the errors now may result in a reversal or a remand. The eight primary errors are 
as follows: 
1 It is important to distinguish Torey Adamcik's position and arguments with those of Co-Defendant, Brian 
Draper. To understand the difference, we need to examine how the joint Preliminary Hearing was 
conducted: Torey was improperly tried together with Brian Draper at the Preliminary Hearing, over 
objection. Draper had numerous and lengthy custodial conversations with Police, while Torey had only 
one conversation, in which he almost immediately invoked the Right to Counsel. At the Preliminary 
Hearing, Draper's statements and custodial conversations were admitted through Detective Andy Thomas. 
While the statements were potentially admissible against Draper, they were not admissible against Torey 
Adamcik. The Magistrate, in his decision to bind both Defendants over, recognized this distinction 
(unfortunately too late), and specifically held that Adamcik's Sixth Amendment rights were violated (or 
that at least the majority of all testimony taken at the Preliminary Hearing would violate his rights if it was 
considered). For this reason, among several others, Torey Adamcik's right to a new Preliminary Hearing is 
different than Brian Draper's. Torey was never allowed to confront testimony that seemingly established 
his participation in the crimes. Draper was. This issue will be more fully discussed, along with an analysis 
of Crawford v. Washington 541 U.S. 36 (2004), below. 
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1. Torey Adamcik's Fifth and Sixth Amendment rights were violated at the 
Preliminary Hearing, because he was denied the opportunity to effectively 
cross-examine witnesses and present evidence, contrary to Crawford v. 
Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004).2 This deprivation or error can only be 
cured by setting-aside the binding over. See e.g. Coleman v. Alabama, 
399 U.S. 1 (1970), and People v. Elliot, 54 Cal2d. 498, 502 (1960). 
2. The Court failed to sever the proceedings as required by the Fifth, Sixth 
and Fourteenth Amendments, and explicitly contrary to Bruton v. United 
States, 391 U.S. 123 (1968). 
3. The Court allowed all hearsay into evidence, which violated Torey's Fifth, 
Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights, and was explicitly contrary to 
Idaho Criminal Rule 5.1? 
4. Torey Adamcik was denied the opportunity to call and confront witnesses, 
contrary to the Fifth and Sixth Amendments ofthe United States 
Constitution, Idaho Code § § 19-801 and 19-808, Article One, § 8 of the 
Idaho Constitution, and Idaho Criminal Rule 5.1 and as addressed in 
Coleman v. Alabama, 399 U.S. 1 (1970), because of the State's non-
disclosure of at least one Material Witness until after the Preliminary 
Hearing was completed. 
5. Torey Adamcik was denied a meaningful Preliminary Hearing as required 
by the Fifth Amendment; Article One § 8 of the Idaho Constitution, Idaho 
Criminal Rule 5.1 and Idaho Code §§ 19-801, 19-804 & 19-808, when the 
Magistrate refused to continue the Hearing once it was discovered that 
substantial evidence that was in the possession of the State had not been 
2 The Magistrate fmally recognized his error, after Defendant's objections had been repeatedly overruled, 
and after irreparable harm had been done. After allowing Detective Andy Thomas of the Bannock County 
Sheriffs Office to provide more than 60% of the entire testimony elicited at the Preliminary Hearing (a 
Hearing that started at 9:00 a.m, and proceeded well into the night), the Court ruled, "the Court did not 
consider any of the testimony of Detective Andy Thomas. This was a confession of another person 
implicating Mr. Adamcik in the commission of a crime. It certainly violates the Defendant's Right of 
Confrontation under the Sixth Amendment." Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 242. 
3 After several objections by Defense Counsel, regarding hearsay, the Magistrate made it clear that no 
hearsay objections would be sustained, regardless of merit. The Court gave Torey Adamcik (through 
Counsel) a continuing objection to any hearsay statements made in the proceedings. Transcript of 
Preliminary Hearing, pg.67 LL. 1-7 & 58-59, LL 15-16 &3-5 respectively. There is no purpose to a rule 
that can be disregarded with impunity. 
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disclosed and the State relied upon the undisclosed information at the 
Preliminary Hearing. 
6. Torey Adamcik's Fifth Amendment rights were denied when the 
Magistrate considered hearsay testimony by Detective Thomas, which was 
obtained after Torey clearly invoked his Right to Counsel, and the State 
had recognized this invocation. The Magistrate admitted relying on this 
information to bind Torey Adamcik over, despite the existence of a video 
of the interview that was the best evidence (Defense Counsel raised this 
objection), and though the information was misleading and should have 
been suppressed.4 
7. The record kept of the proceedings was incomplete, with portions of one 
Hearing being almost completely unintelligible, and not in compliance 
with the Fifth Amendment, Idaho Code § 19-812 and Idaho Criminal Rule 
12(g). 
8. The Magistrate failed to continue the Preliminary Hearing to prevent 
improper prejudice to Torey Adamcik because of the extensive publicity 
of the Preliminary Hearing, brought on largely as a result of the State's 
leaking the existence of a video tape, contrary to Idaho Rule of 
Professional Conduct 3.8(f), and creating an improper and hostile 
atmosphere contrary to Sheppard v. Maxwell, 384 U.S. 333 (1966) and 
Cowles Publishing v. Kootenai County, 118 Idaho 753 (S.Ct. 1990). 
II. BACKGROUND 
Torey Adamcik is a 16-year-old minor. He is currently incarcerated without bail, 
waiting for Trial. The events leading to his incarceration have been extensively reported 
in the local and regional news, at times on a daily basis. Stories still appear at least 
weekly. As a minor, Torey would customarily be entitled to have his case sealed and 
heard in Juvenile Court. Because he has no right to vote, enter contracts, or get married 
4 A separate Motion to Suppress has been filed by Adamcik's Counsel dealing more fully with the details of 
this issue. 
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as adults do, he is presumed to have less capacity to make decisions 
capacity to defend himself. A person of his age and capacity is not 
penalty, under any circumstances. Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S. 551 
Torey's Preliminary Hearing was scheduled for November 3, 2006. 
State charged Torey and Brain Draper jointly, their Hearing was schedukd 
jointly. 
While the public clamored for information, Torey (through 
know what testimony or evidence he would face at the Preliminary Hearinp-. 
Counsel sought a "continuance" of the Preliminary Hearing, because \ 
information or "evidence" had been provided (despite request).5 
At the Preliminary Hearing, it became clear that the Prosecuti~i1} 
extensively on testimony that was inadmissible (as to Torey), pursuant 
States Supreme Court decision of Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 
improper testimony constituted the majority of the Preliminary Hearing. 
objections to the extremely prejudicial testimony, it was admitted into v' 
Torey Adamcik contends that he was bound-over, without sufficien: 
evidence establishing probable cause as to each element of the crimes 
have committed. For example, a review of the evidence presented, 
if any, admissible evidence was presented that Torey Adamcik committed 
Murder in the First Degree. 
If the rules governing preliminary hearings are to have any real 
errors must be cured now. The mechanism to do this is found in Id Code § 1 
5 A Hearing to Continue and to Sever was heard the night before the Preliminary Hearing, 
Torey was forced to begin his Preliminary Hearing without any real idea of who would 
evidence would be presented against him. It became clear, fairly quickly, that evidence 
not provided to Defense Counsel and which the Court had been told was not in the 
the State was to be relied upon in the testimony of State witnesses at the Preliminary 
Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, pages 124-125). 
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A. Crawford's Application in Pretrial Proceedings 
As in Crawford v. Washington, a critical question presented in this case is 
"whether this procedure complied with the Sixth Amendment's guarantee that, 'in all 
criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right. .. to be confronted with the 
witnesses against him. ,,, Crawford at 3 8. (emphasis added). 
That a preliminary hearing is a criminal prosecution cannot be doubted. Once the 
state initiates criminal proceeding, whether by way of formal charge, preliminary hearing 
... or arraignment, a "criminal process" has begun. Powell v. Alabama, 287 U.S. 45 
(1932);Kirby v. Illinois, 406 U.S. 682,689 (1992); and United States v. Baker, 890 F.2d 
1079 (9thCir. 1989). 
B. Preliminary Hearings and Due Process of Law 
Our analysis must begin with the question of what to do when a person is 
deprived of a fundamental Constitutional right, such as the Right to Confrontation at a 
preliminary hearing. 
The Fifth Amendment prohibits "deprivation" of life, liberty or property "without 
due process of law." Us. Const. amend. V The Fourteenth Amendment requires these 
safeguards of the states. Interestingly, the Fifth Amendment states that "No person shall 
be held to answer for a capital or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a presentment or 
indictment of a grand jury .... " Us. Const. amend. V 
Idaho, however, like many states, has constitutional provisions authorizing 
criminal prosecutions through the process commonly referred to as a preliminary hearing. 
Id. Co ns t. , art. I, § 8. The right of states to use preliminary hearings instead of 
indictments was considered 123 years ago in Hurtado v. People of the State of California, 
110 U.S. 516 (1884). 
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In Hurtado, a defendant convicted of murder, challenged Article 1, § 8 of 
California's Constitution, which allowed for prosecution by either indictment or 
"information, after examination and commitment." Cal. Const. art. L §8. 
The Hurtado Court reviewed the history and meaning of "due process" as 
required by the Fifth Amendment. The Supreme Court concluded that the process 
codified in California's Constitution, Statutes and Rules provided for due process 
protections that were equal to those required by the Fifth Amendment. Preliminary 
hearings have thus been accepted as Constitutional since at least 1884, provided they 
provide the necessary due process protections. 
In deciding what process is due, the Hurtado Court reviewed historical sources, 
including Blackstone and Lord Coke's commentary on Chapter Two Inst. 46o/the 
Magna Charta. The Court expounded, "The principles, then, upon which the 
[preliminary hearing] process is based, are to determine whether it is due process or not, 
and not any considerations of mere form." Hurtado at 527-528. (emphasis added). 
The Court continued, "Administrative and remedial process may be changed from 
time to time, but only with due regard to the landmarks established for the protection of 
the citizen." Hurtado at 832. It was not the intent of the Framers to restrict our system to 
an "ancient customary English form," but, whatever form we do choose "must be held to 
guarantee ... the very substance of individual rights to life, liberty and property." 
Hurtado at 832. (emphasis added). 
Whether Idaho's information and preliminary hearing process provides a criminal 
defendant true "due process of law" is therefore a critical question. 
The Hurtado Court concluded that "due process" "refers to certain fundamental 
rights which that system of jurisprudence, of which ours is derivative, has always 
recognized. If any of these are disregarded in the proceedings by which a person is 
condemned to the loss of life liberty or property, then the deprivation has not been by 
'due process oflaw. '" Hurtado at 536, quoting Brown v. Levee Com 'rs, 50 Miss. 468. 
(emphasis added). 
The Hurtado Court found it significant that California's process "Provide[d] for 
an examination by a magistrate in the presence of the accused, who is entitled the aid of 
counsel and the right of cross examination of witnesses, who's testimony is to be reduced 
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to writing .... " Hurtado at516. The California process further provided that only after 
the accused was afforded those rights, "If it appears from the examination that a 
described offense has been committed, and that there is sufficient cause to believe the 
accused guilty thereof, he shall be held to answer thereto, and an information shall be 
filed .... " Id. 6 
A state is therefore allowed to use preliminary hearings, if the state's process 
protects those "fundamental principles of liberty and justice which lie at the base of all 
our civil and political institutions.,,7 
It is important to note that many of the protections unique to the preliminary 
hearing process were given in exchange for the privacy and secrecy of grand jury 
proceedings. While preliminary hearings are public matters, grand jury proceedings are 
strictly confidential, having been designed to minimize public information and 
persecution of an accused (and an accused's family), and to prevent virtual conviction 
based upon an arrest only. Each procedure is unique and provides "due process" in its 
own way. 
Preliminary hearings trade the secrecy and methodology of grand jury 
proceedings for other protections memorialized in statutes and rules. These protections 
include the right to cross examine the prosecution's witnesses,8 the right of the defendant 
to produce, examine and cross-examine witnesses,9 the right to require the court to issue 
subpoenas to compel the attendance of witnesses, to the right to be completely informed of 
the charges, II the right to a speedy preliminary hearing,I2 the right to exclude witnesses 
who have not been examined and to prevent them from conversing with each other until 
all witnesses have been examined,13 the right to exclude all other persons except the 
clerk, prosecutor, counsel, the attorney general, and the officer having defendant in 
6 California's protections, which derive from Cal. Const. art. I, §8, should be compared with those set forth 
in Id. Const. art. I, § 8 and in Idaho's statutes and rules, providing for essentially the same process and 
protections. 
7 Hurtado at 535. 
8 See Id Code § 19-808, originally codified in 1864. 
9 1d. Code §19-809, originally codified in 1887. 
10 Id. Code §19-807, originally codified in 1864. 
11 Id. Code §19-801, 804, originally codified in 1887. 
12 Id. Code §19-804, originally codified in 1887. 
13 Id. Code §19-8JO, originally codified in 1864. 
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custody in the proceedings,14 the right to have a "verbatim record of the proceedings and 
evidence at the preliminary examination,,,15 and the right to challenge magistrate 
commitment with the district court, among others. 16 If truly given, these protections 
ensure that an accused receives "due process." If one or more of these is not given, then 
the State has failed to provide "due process." 
C. Denial of Due Process Not Cured by a Trial 
The United States Supreme Court has held that simply having a jury trial cannot 
vindicate the denial of due process or equal protection in preliminary criminal 
proceedings. For example, in Rose v. Mitchell, 443 U.S. 545, (1979), a Defendant's 
conviction for first degree murder was set aside because of the prospect that racial 
discrimination existed in the selection of a grand jury. The Rose Court held that even 
though the Defendant was later convicted at a trial, beyond reasonable doubt, by a 
properly constituted jury at a Trial on the merits, which was free from other 
Constitutional error, the criminal conviction was required to be set aside. 
In Coleman v. Alabama, 399 U.S. 1 (1970) a conviction for bank robbery was 
reversed because Alabama failed to appoint counsel for Coleman's preliminary hearing. 
The Coleman Court began by asking what relief the Defendant should be entitled 
to as the result of the Defendant's denial of his Sixth Amendment rights at his 
Preliminary Hearing. 17 The Court noted that the record provided no evidence, one way or 
another, whether the Defendant was actually prejudiced at the Preliminary Hearing. 18 
Furthermore, the Supreme Court specifically considered Alabama's argument that 
" ... nothing occurring at the preliminary hearing in absence of counsel can substantially 
prejudice the right of the accused on trial." 19 The Supreme Court disagreed. 
Justice Brennan, writing for the majority, stated that a preliminary hearing is a 
"critical stage" in criminal proceedings, and the Court remanded the case with specific 
14Id. Code §19-81 I, originally codified in 1864. 
15 I d. Code § 19-812, originally codified in 1887. 
161d. Code §19-815A. 
17 Coleman v. Alabama, at 10. 
18 ld at 11. 
19Id. at 8 
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instructions for Alabama Courts to determine: "Whether the denial of Counsel at the 
Preliminary Hearing was harmless error under Chapman v. California, 386 U.S. 18 
(1967). ,,20 We must then look at the Chapman decision for further guidance. 
D. The State Must Prove Any Federal Constitutional Errors Did Not Harm 
Torey Adamcik, Beyond a Reasonable Doubt 
Under Chapman v. California, "before a federal constitutional error can be held 
harmless, the court must be able to declare a belief that it was harmless beyond a 
reasonable doubt."21. The Chapman test, then, requires "the beneficiary of a 
constitutional error "to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that the error complained of did 
not contribute to any verdict obtained.,,22 
Ifthere is any dispute as to the interpretation of Justice Brennan's words in 
Coleman v. Alabama, Justice White, in his concurring opinion makes it clear that the 
Supreme Court's ruling was indeed to require that the state prove harmless error beyond 
reasonable doubt. Justice White stated, "Whether denying petitioners counsel at the 
preliminary hearing was harmless beyond a reasonable doubt depends upon an 
assessment of those factors that made the denial error." Coleman v. Alabama, at 18. We 
have no cause to believe that the Supreme Court has altered this standard. 
In the present case, the Federal Constitutional errors involve the Fifth and Sixth 
Amendments and the Confrontation Clause. The right to confront one's accuser is a 
"bedrock procedural guarantee."n It applies at all "critical stages" in a criminal 
. 24 prosecutIOn. 
At Torey Adamcik's Preliminary Hearing held on November 3, 2006, the State 
called Detective Andy Thomas. After a few, short preliminary questions, Detective 
20 lei at II. 
21 Chapman at 23. (emphasis added). 
22Id. 
23 Crawford v. Washington at 42 
24 See e.g. Us. v. Wade 388 U.S. 218 (1967) where a conviction for armed robbery was vacated because 
the defendant's counsel was not notified of a pre-trial lineup. 
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Thomas began what was almost a day's worth of testimony: reciting what Co-Defendant 
Brian Draper, had told him (and other detectives) during custodial interviews.25 
Torey's counsel timely objected to Detective Thomas' testimony, based on 
Crawford and also on hearsay.26 This objection was overruled without any explanation, 
despite Counsels' request for specific findings. 27 
E. Brian Draper's Statements Were "Testimonial" and Therefore Inadmissible, 
Because Brian Draper Was Unavailable to Cross-Examine 
In Crawford, a defendant's conviction for assault and attempted murder (by 
stabbing) was reversed, when the Washington District Court erroneously admitted a 
statement of the defendant's wife that had been recorded by the police during a custodial 
interview. Statements made during custodial interviews are "testimonial statements" the 
Court said. 
The Supreme Court declared "Where testimonial statements are at issue, the only 
indicium of reliability sufficient to satisfy constitutional demands is the one the 
Constitution actually prescribes: confrontation.,,28 As if this admonition were not clear 
enough, the court also stated, "we impose an absolute bar to statements that are 
testimonial, absent a prior opportunity to cross-examine .... ,,29 
The record unequivocally shows that all of Draper's statements were testimonial. 
Draper was unavailable to Torey for cross-examination.3o It was fundamental 
constitutional error to allow Detective Thomas to testify about what Draper said during 
custodial interrogations a Torey Adamcik's Preliminary Hearing. 
25 A review of the Transcript of Preliminary Hearing shows that in terms of the written word, Detective 
Thomas' testimony covers approximately 133 pages of a 245 page transcript, beginning at page 53. 
Detective Thomas began addressing and reciting the Draper interviews, starting at line 1, page 57: "Q: 
Based upon your investigation, did you ever conduct an interview of Brian Draper?" .... 
26 Page 58 contains the flrst objection (hearsay). At page 59, Crawford is fully addressed, followed by a 
request for the Court to review Crawford. 
27 See Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, pages 65-66. 
28 Crawford at 68-69 
29 Crawford at 61. (emphasis added). 
30 Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, pages 85-86. Also cf the defendant's wife in Crawford, who 
claimed spousal privilege. Despite the argument that the defendant had access to his wife, the testimonial 
statement could not be admitted without giving the defendant the right to properly cross-examine the 
statement. 
57 <f + ;;-7::;-
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The extensive media attention to this case compounded the harm. The courtroom 
was packed with cameras and media. A criminal Defendant only gets one preliminary 
hearing. It is vital that the Defendant be able to focus on the evidence the State has 
against him. Instead, Torey Adamcik's Counsel was forced to spend a day addressing 
evidence clearly inadmissible as to Torey Adamcik, and worrying about the impact of the 
constitutional violations on Torey Adamcik's family as well as the impact of the 
improper evidence on the potential jury pool. 
Counsel for Adamcik stated: 
"I want to point out, we feel very, very strongly about this 
Crawford Sixth Amendment objection. I know you granted us a 
continuing objection. I would say at this point for the record, we 
want specific findings by this Court identifying how Crawford 
does not apply. We also would request an immediate stoppage of 
this proceeding for an interlocutory appeal, because once you 
deprive a person of an important Constitutional right, you'll never 
get it back. You can't put it back. It's unlike any other type of 
thing ... .If not, we renew the objection on recusing yourself again." 
Preliminary Hearing Transcript, pages 65-66. 
In response, the Court simply noted the objection, made it a continuing one and 
chose to proceed. After the harm was done, the Court finally recognized that Detective 
Thomas' testimony was improper, that it violated Torey Adamcik's Sixth Amendment 
rights, and could not be considered.3 ! Unfortunately, the deed could not be undone. The 
community heard the testimony. Torey could not confront or cross-examine it. 
Detective Thomas' testimony encompassed by far the majority of all testimonies 
elicited at the Preliminary Hearing. To say that one can gorge themselves extensively on 
testimony or turkey dinners, and then simply ignore them is nonsensical. This error was 
not merely a mistake resulting in minimal prejudice. Its relevance and impact 
reverberated throughout the community, as news stations and newspapers reported 
verbatim from Detective Thomas' testimony. Without realizing its seriousness, the 
public watched as the principles by which people are to be tried in this country; in Idaho, 
were openly violated. It may be difficult to measure the resulting impact from so freely 
disregarding a criminal defendant's constitutional protections, but we can be sure it will 
have a long-term consequence unless corrected now. 
31 Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 242, lines 11-19. 
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The Sixth Amendment stands as a constant admonition that if the constitutional 
safeguards it provides be lost, justice will not "still be done." Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 U.S. 
458,462,58 S.Ct. 1019, 1022,82 L.Ed. 1461 (1938). 
If defense counsel is prevented from cross-examining the evidence presented, it is 
the same as not allowing counsel to assist. It gives "form" to due process, but denies its 
very substance. In addressing the importance of the assistance of counsel in pretrial 
proceedings, the Coleman Supreme Court stated: 
Plainly, the guiding hand of counsel at the preliminary hearing is 
essential to protect the indigent accused against an erroneous or 
improper prosecution. First, the lawyers skilled examination and 
cross-examination of witnesses may expose fatal weaknesses in the 
state's case that may lead the magistrate to refuse to bind the 
accused over. Second, in any event, the skilled interrogation of 
witnesses by an experienced lawyer can fashion a vital 
impeachment tool for use in cross-examination of the states 
witnesses at the trial, or preserve testimony favorable to the 
accused of a witness that does not appear at the trial. Third, 
trained counsel can more effectively discover the case the state has 
against his client and make possible the preparation of a proper 
defense to meet that case at the trial. Fourth, counsel can also be 
influential at the preliminary hearing in making effective 
arguments for the accused on such matters as the necessity for an 
early psychiatric examination or baiL 
Coleman, at 9. 
At a bare minimum, Torey Adamcik's time, resources and energy were 
substantially depleted by allowing Detective Thomas' extensive testimony at Torey 
Adamcik's Hearing. In reality, much more was lost: Counsel for Torey Adamcik was 
prevented from providing effective assistance. Because Torey Adamcik's rights to 
confront and cross-examine evidence and witnesses at his Preliminary Hearing was 
substantially denied, the Commitment must be set aside, unless the State can prove, 
"beyond a reasonable doubt," that the error was harmless. The correlation between the 
facts in the present case and the Crawford case, simply underscores the fact that the error 
was very harmful. The Defendant was denied a meaningful Preliminary Hearing.32 
32 See also the Affidavit of Bran Rammel! submitted simultaneously herewith, containing relevant portions 
of the Transcript of Preliminary Hearing. 
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F. The Magistrate Was Required to Sever the Defendants 
at the Preliminary Hearing 
Because this Court has already severed the Defendants for Trial purposes, this 
brief will not repeat the contents of the Memorandum in Support of Motion to Sever 
(which is already a part of the Court file in this matter). The question however, is 
whether the Magistrate was required to sever the proceedings at the Preliminary Hearing. 
As discussed above, there is no reason to believe that the Sixth Amendment issues 
defined in Bruton are less applicable at a preliminary hearing than at trial. Of 
significance is Idaho Criminal Rule 14, which allows the defendant to seek relief from 
"prejudicial joinder.": 
If it appears that the defendant or the state is prejudiced by a 
joinder of offenses or of defendants in a complaint, indictment or 
information ... the court may order the state to elect between 
counts ... grant a severance of defendants, or provide whatever 
other relief justice requires." Idaho Criminal Rule XlV. (emphasis 
added). 
Criminal Rule 14 does not limit relief from prejudicial joinder to trial 
proceedings. It specifically includes complaints and pretrial proceedings. If justice 
"requires" a severance, the motion should be granted. 
Prior to the start of the Preliminary Hearing, it is understandable how the 
Magistrate Court would fail to recognize the necessity of severing the defendants. 
However, it became clear, early on, that a "Bruton" situation was developing. 33 
As in Bruton, Torey Adamcik could not directly cross-examine the statements of 
Co-Defendant Brian Draper, whose statements against Torey (made while attempting to 
exonerate himself) were introduced through Detective Thomas. The statements were 
potentially admissible as to Brian Draper, but they were certainly not admissible as to 
Torey Adamcik. To require Torey to exhaust his resources and energy fighting Brian 
Draper and forcing him to object to Brian Draper's questions is absolutely inappropriate 
and inherently unjust. 
33 See Motion, Memorandum and Affidavit in Support of Motion to Sever dated January 16, 2007 and 
previously filed with this Court. 
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A primary purpose of Bruton's severance requirement is to ensure an accused can 
adequately confront evidence against him. Confrontation is impossible if an accused is 
constantly forced to defend himself against a co-defendant without the ability to cross-
examine the co-defendant. Due process does not authorize the neglect of this right at a 
preliminary hearing any more than at trial. 
Torey Adamcik was forced to defend himself against Brian Draper for the 
majority of his Preliminary Hearing, with no ability to confront the evidence. As 
previously noted, Torey's right to confront evidence at a preliminary hearing is statutory 
as well as constitutional. While ordinarily severance is within the discretion of the court, 
Bruton makes it clear that denial of the right to confront evidence is unconstitutional, and 
is at minimum, an abuse or discretion. Judicial economy is subservient to the Federal 
Constitution, not the other way around. The state cannot show, beyond a reasonable 
doubt, that Torey was not prejudiced. 
G. The Magistrate Committed Prejudicial Error by Not Continuing Torey 
Adamcik's Preliminary Hearing as Requested by Counsel 
Torey Adamcik sought a continuance of his Preliminary Hearing when his 
Counsel realized important evidence in the possession of the State had not been 
disclosed. More preparation and time to prepare was crucial to challenging the State's 
charges. 
The general rule that continuing a hearing is within the "sound discretion" of the 
court has limitations. In order for an accused to confront his accuser, he must know who 
his accuser is. 
As earlier noted, an accused is entitled not only to the opportunity to examine all 
witnesses for the state,34 but he is entitled to produce any "material witnesses" and 
examine and "cross-examine them" in the presence of the defendant. 35 He is also entitled 
34 Idaho Code 19-808. 
35 Idaho Code 19-809. 
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to cause the Magistrate to issue subpoenas, compelling the attendance of witnesses "prior 
to the preliminary examination.,,36 
In the present case, the Defendant was denied due process, a portion of which is 
set forth in the statutes cited, because the State did not disclose the presence or existence 
of Dr. Charles Garrison, nor did they provide any of his records or notes.37 This 
particular omission prevented Torey Adamcik from having an important witness 
subpoenaed on his behalf. 
Neither the Defendant Torey Adamcik nor his Counsel became aware of the 
existence of Dr. Garrison until well after the Preliminary Hearing.38 This nondisclosure 
was and will continue to be extremely prejudicial to Torey Adamcik unless corrected 
before Trial. 
The importance of disclosing Dr. Garrison, and Torey Adamcik's need to 
examine Dr. Garrison, can be more fully understood by reviewing portions of the 
Preliminary Hearing Transcript.39 
Torey Adamcik's Counsel was led to believe that Dr. Skoumal was the only 
medical examiner present during the examinations and autopsy of the deceased, Cassie 
Stoddart.4o 
H. The State Did Not Disclose Critical and Potentially Exculpatory 
Information That It Had In Its Possession At The Time Of The Preliminary Hearing 
Perhaps the most important questions in this entire case are: What was used to kill 
Cassie Stoddart, and how did it happen? All other questions are ancillary. 
36 Idaho Code /9-807. (emphasis added). 
37 See Affidavit of Bran M Rammell in Support of Motion to Dismiss attached hereto. It is also possible that 
other vital information or witnesses were not disclosed (Although Dr. Garrison appears to be the most 
critical at this point.) 
38 See Affidavit of Bran M Rammel! in Support of Motion to Dismiss attached hereto. 
39 See Transcript Testimony of Dr. Steve M Skoumal attached to the Affidavit of Bran M Rammel! in 
Support of Motion to Dismiss. 
40 See Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 208 and copy of autopsy attached to the Affidavit of Bran 
M Rammel! in Support of Motion to Dismiss. 
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This case involves allegations of multiple stab wounds, and two people accused of 
committing the crimes. The information provided by the State shows that at least seven 
knives have been examined in the case. Testimony about what knives were allegedly 
used, how, and by whom they were used is therefore crucial to the defense. 
Until February 26,2007, however, the Defendants were not informed that Dr. 
Garrison had examined Cassie Stoddart in September 2006 and had given opinions to the 
State regarding how Ms. Stoddart died and particularly the knives that were allegedly 
used and how. 
In order to confront the evidence the State intends to present at Trial to prove that 
Torey Adamcik allegedly participated in these crimes, (especially to the extent it relates 
to the knives), Torey Adamcik's Counsel must be made aware of the evidence. After all, 
evidence regarding the use of knives and DNA and genetic analysis is the single most 
important "objective" evidence in the entire case. 
So that there is no misunderstanding: Torey Adamcik is not claiming that the 
State had the unequivocal duty to have all evidentiary testing completed by the time of 
the Preliminary Hearing. Torey Adamcik does insist, however, that he had a Federal 
Constitutional right to be made aware of all State witnesses who had potentially 
exculpatory (or even inculpatory) information at the time of the Preliminary Hearing.41 
Without the disclosure of such vital witnesses, a criminal defendant is prevented from 
calling and confronting the most crucial evidence that is for or against him, not only to 
defend against getting bound over, but to prepare for Trial. 
Prior to and at the Preliminary Hearing, Dr. Skoumal was disclosed as the only 
pathologist involved in the examinations of Cassie Stoddart and her autopsy. There was 
no cause for Defense Counsel to believe that more than one pathologist was involved. 
To Counsel's surprise, Dr. Skoumal did not address the most important questions 
in the case. In fact, Dr. Skoumal's testimony was "limited to cause of death and not any 
analysis of what knife was used, how it was done or anything like that.,,42 In essence, a 
review of Dr. Skoumal's testimony reveals that his only real opinion is that Ms. Stoddart 
41 This is especially true of witnesses, like Dr. Garrison, who will almost certainly be called by the State to 
testifY at Trial, and who's information and opinions were clearly available well before the Preliminary 
Hearing. 
42 See Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 221. 
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died by stab wound. He specifically contends he has no opinion about what knives were 
used, who used the knives, and even indicates that the markings on his autopsy were not 
intended to show location, direction, nor were they of particular significance.43 
Furthermore, when asked who participated in the autopsy and examination of Ms. 
Stoddart, Dr. Skoumal identified a number of people but omitted Dr. Garrison. 
Dr. Garrisons name first appeared in a pile of documents as a potential witness on 
February 26,2007. Despite Discovery Requests, and letters,44 neither Torey Adamcik nor 
his Counsel received any information regarding Dr. Garrison until February 26, 2007. In 
the information provided (amongst numerous other documents) was "a summary of notes 
of Dr. Charles Garrison.,,45 In the summary of Dr. Garrison's notes, the record reflects 
that in September 0[2006, Dr. Garrison examined Ms. Stoddart's body and other 
evidence and wrote notes and reached opinions and conclusions regarding the number of 
persons involved in the stabbing of Cassie Stoddart, the weapons used, and other 
information vital to Torey Adamcik's defense. To date, however, the Defense has never 
received a copy of Dr. Garrison's notes or his actual opinions or conclusions. 
It is no secret that Torey Adamcik contends that he did not stab Cassie Stoddart, 
and that Brian Draper did. Failure to turn over this substantial and material evidence, 
which prevented Torey Adamcik from calling and confronting this witness at his 
Preliminary Hearing is patently unconstitutionaL The Prosecution will no doubt contend 
that this was simply a Preliminary Hearing; that Dr. Skoumal's testimony that Cassie 
Stoddart died by stab wound is sufficient. 
That is not sufficient. 
Torey Adamcik is entitled to require that the State prove every element of each 
alleged crime in his case; even if to a lesser standard of proof, at a Preliminary Hearing. 
In CowIe's Publishing Company v. Magistrate Court, 118 Idaho 753 (S.Ct. 1990), 
the Idaho Supreme Court stated, "The preliminary hearing is often the final and most 
important step in the criminal proceeding." Id. at 758. In comparing Idaho's preliminary 
43 See Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 211. 
44 Please note the Court file for requests for notes, reports, examinations, etc. 
45 See notes attached to the Affidavit of Bron M Rammell in Support of Motion to Dismiss. 
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hearing process to that in California, the Court recognized an accused's right "to an 
elaborate preliminary hearing before a neutral magistrate.,,46 !d. (emphasis added). 
The Cowles Court not only noted the importance of ensuring an accused's right at 
preliminary hearing to "present exculpatory evidence, and to exclude illegally obtained 
evidence," but also reflected on the importance of the hearing, stating, "the process of 
conducting preliminary hearings in Idaho is ... sufficiently like a trial to generally justifY 
public access." Id. At least the words require a deep respect for strict adherence to due 
process principals. 
If a person is entitled to due process at a preliminary hearing, and not just in word, 
and if the preliminary hearing process is as important as the Idaho Supreme Court 
contends it is, Torey Adamcik had the right to know about Dr. Garrison, to call him as a 
witness, and to examine and cross-examine his opinions and testimony about the 
evidence in this case. Torey Adamcik believes that had he been allowed to sufficiently 
examine Dr. Garrison, the evidence (either at the Preliminary Hearing, or ultimately-
through developing his case) would ultimately exonerate Torey Adamcik.47 
Not only does Torey Adamcik have a good faith basis for believing that Dr. 
Garrison's testimony will ultimately help him, the evidence itself seems to support this 
.. 48 proposItlOn. 
In keeping with due process requirements, the State cannot prove that the non-
disclosure of this information will not prejudice Torey Adamcik's right to fair trial 
beyond a reasonable doubt. On this basis alone, Torey Adamcik's Motion to Dismiss 
should be granted. After all, the denial of the ability of Counsel to examine or confront 
witnesses or evidence is the same as no counsel at all. 
There is further support and precedent for the Defendant's position. In Jennings 
v. Superior Court a/Contra Costa County, 428 P.2d 304 (Cal.S.Ct. 1967), a Defendant's 
46 The Cowles case further limits the due process requirements for preliminary hearings in Idaho to those in 
California as discussed in the beginning of this brief. 
47 The United States Supreme Court, in Coleman v. Alabama, explained the importance of counsel at a 
preliminary hearing, directly addressing the need ofa defendant to "fashion impeachment for trial," 
"preserve favorable testimony" for trial, and to "effectively discover the case the state has" against him. 
Counsel can hardly accomplish such goals ifhe does not have access to the most critical evidence. 
Coleman at 9. (emphasis added). 
48 See Affidavit of Bron M Rammel! in Support of Motion to Dismiss regarding findings of Idaho State Lab. 
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commitment for Illegal Possession of Narcotics was set aside when the Court denied the 
Defendant's Motion to Continue Preliminary Hearing so he could procure a witness. 
The California Superior Court held that a defendant's right to prepare for trial is 
as "fundamental as is the right to counsel." Id at 309. 
The Court further explained: 
The preliminary examination is not merely a pretrial hearing. The 
purpose of the preliminary hearing is to weed out groundless or 
unsupported charges and grave offenses, and to relieve the accused 
of the degradation and expense of a criminal trial .... to effectuate 
this constitutional and statutory purpose, the defendant must be 
permitted, if he chooses to elicit testimony or introduce evidence 
tending to overcome the prosecution's case or establish an 
affirmative defense. 
Id. at 312-313. 
The Court concluded by holding that when a defendant brings a timely motion to 
dismiss, the court is obligated to grant the request. 
It is the contention of Torey Adamcik that had he known of Dr. Garrison and his 
opinions, that he would be more able to establish that Brian Draper committed the 
stabbings of Cassie Stoddart, and that Torey Adamcik did not stab nor kill her. Non 
disclosure of this witness and information severely limits the ability of counsel to 
adequately prepare for Torey Adamcik's defense. 
The State will undoubtedly argue that the Magistrate would have bound Torey 
over in any event. There are at least two fatal flaws to this argument: 1) Torey Adamcik 
was prevented from making a record of the testimony and evidence, and was thus 
irreparably prejudiced, and 2) The evidence and record do not support the argument. 
Further, even if the Magistrate would have bound Torey Adamcik over after this 
examination, it is Torey's right to explore potentially exculpatory evidence that is at 
stake. If the Court is not inclined to grant Torey Adamcik's Motion to Dismiss, Dr. 
Garrison should at least be excluded as a witness at the Trial of this matter, in order to 
give Torey true due process. 
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I. The State Relied On Other Evidence At The Preliminary Hearing That Required 
The Hearing To Be Continued 
In addition to the nondisclosure of Dr. Garrison, the State relied upon evidence at 
the Preliminary Hearing which it did not disclose to Torey Adamcik's counsel prior to the 
hearing. Because of the unique nature of this case, and the extensive evidence, counsel 
requested a continuance both the night before the Preliminary Hearing and the day of the 
Preliminary Hearing, when it was clear the State was in possession of information that 
was important in Torey's defense. At the first Hearing, held November 2,2006, 
Adamcik's counsel pointed out a number of specific items the State had not provided to 
defense counsel (and which defense counsel learned existed by reference in reports 
I 
'l provided by the State only a few days before the Preliminary Hearing). Though the 
transcript of the Hearing is virtually unintelligible, Adamcik's counsel specifically 
referred to photographs, drawings, reports, and the complete lack of any forensic 
evidence (which Torey Adamcik maintains will establish his innocence) as the basis for 
his Motion. A continuance was necessary to preserve Torey Adamcik's right to a 
meaningful Preliminary Hearing.49 
At the November 2, 2006 Hearing, the State claimed that all of the information 
they intended to rely upon at the Preliminary Hearing had already been provided. That is 
clearly not the standard. 50 The Magistrate denied the Motion to Continue and 
admonished the State that it would not be allowed to rely upon information not presented 
to Adamcik's counsel. Unfortunately, the Magistrate did not stick to this ruling. At the 
Preliminary Hearing, Detective Thomas began talking about knives and pictures of 
knives.5l On examination, it became clear that Detective Thomas had reviewed and was 
relying upon pictures and other documents in his testimony that had not been disclosed to 
Adamcik's Counsel. It also became clear that the documents were in the State's "case 
file," and had been available for some time. 
49 Transcript of Hearings on Motion to Sever, Motion to Continue and Motionfor Defendant to Wear Street 
Clothes of November 2, 2006, p. 10-12 
50 Whether the Defendant was entitled to the information is the standard. 
S! Transcript of Preliminary Hearing p. 114 
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Detective Thomas originally told the Court that the Prosecutor's office had not 
requested many of the items.52 He finally admitted the discovery request had been 
delivered approximately one month prior to the Hearing and he had reviewed the 
discovery request and the items in the file. Nevertheless the information had not been 
turned over. 
Of significant importance was Detective Thomas' concession he had reviewed 
this information up to the night before the Preliminary Hearing. Without the information 
which had not been disclosed to Adamcik's counsel, the Magistrate recognized confusion 
over what knives were allegedly used in the crime.53 It was further revealed that 
handwritten statements of Brian Draper, photographs, a timeline, and drawings, signed 
Miranda Warnings and cell phone records that Detective Thomas relied upon for his 
testimony had also not been disclosed. 54 All of these were in the file Detective Thomas 
reviewed and relied upon for his testimony. 
The Magistrate's'only remedy was to break for lunch and tell the State to give 
Defense Counsel the information, though continuance of the Hearing was requested. 
Fifteen or so minutes before the Preliminary Hearing was to reconvene, photographs, 
notes and other materials were finally delivered to defense counsel. No time was 
provided to prepare to cross-examine on such short notice, however. 55 
In the Jennings case, supra, the Court explained that while the continuance of a 
preliminary hearing is normally within the discretion of the trial court, "that discretion 
may not be exercised in such a manner as to deprive the Defendant of a reasonable 
opportunity to prepare his defense." Id at 309. (emphasis added). The Court went on to 
explain that the right of counsel is "illusory" if counsel is not given sufficient time to 
prepare to challenge the charges. Id at 310. The Jennings Court therefore recognized the 
correlation between the right to inform, the right to prepare a defense, and Fifth 
Amendment Due Process. 
52 Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, pages 115-116. 
53 Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 121; also, because the evidence was in the exclusive control of 
the State, and Torey Adamcik was incarcerated, there was no way Defense Counsel could prepare to cross-
examine regarding this evidence. 
54 Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 126. 
55 Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 128. 
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At the Preliminary Hearing stage of this case, there seemed to be a rush to simply 
get the case completed. The Magistrate contended that if he continued the Hearing, the 
case might not ever end. 56 The Magistrate's analysis in this instance is simply flawed. 
First, Defense Counsel was not asking that every piece of evidence that would be 
ultimately be used be supplied to the Defense prior to the Preliminary Hearing. It is a 
fundamental right however, to expect the State to disclose items such as pictures of 
knives (that were allegedly used in the crime), Miranda Warnings, hand written notes of 
an accused, and reports and notes of witnesses (like Dr. Garrison's) prior to the Hearing, 
when that information was apparently available approximately two (2) months prior to 
the Preliminary Hearing. 
J. The Pre-Trial Publicity Required Continuing the Preliminary Hearing 
Compounding the problems of lack of information, and therefore the inability of 
Defense Counsel to confront and cross examine the evidence against the Defendant, was 
the atmosphere in the Preliminary proceedings. The State had disclosed the existence of 
a videotape to the press prior to the Hearing, and told the press they intended to present 
the tape at the Preliminary Hearing.57 Publicity was at an all time peak. 
One important remedy to such publicity, suggested by Idaho's Supreme Court in 
Cowles,58 is that a preliminary hearing should be continued when appropriate to eliminate 
the scrutiny, pressure and prejudice to a defendant and to guard against poisoning the 
potential jury pool. Forging ahead with the case only resulted in Torey Adamcik being 
forced to sit helplessly by as the violation of his Sixth Amendment rights of cross 
examination under Crawford were exposed to the community. This was no "due 
process." 
56 See Transcript of Hearings on Motion to Sever, Motion to Continue and Motionfor Defendant to Wear 
Street Clothes, pages 19-20. 
57 See newspaper clippings attached to the Affidavit of Bran Rammel/In Support of Motion to Dismiss. 
58 Such remedy was argued to the Magistrate at the Hearing of November 2,2006. 
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It is now impossible to get a jury of Adamcik's peers in Bannock County because 
of the prejudice created by titillating the press with the existence of the videotape and not 
waiting for the publicity to subside. 59 
Discussion of the videotape was clearly contrary to Idaho Rule of Professional 
Conduct §3.2(f). The State should not be rewarded for disregarding citizens' 
constitutional protections. 
Though it is occasionally difficult, our system must rise above pressures to 
engage in "Judge Roy Beanjustice." There was no legal or equitable purpose in forcing 
the Preliminary Hearing to go forward when it did, or in preventing Torey Adamcik from 
being informed of the evidence that existed at the time against him. 
Counsel for Adamcik specifically requested the Prosecutor turn over the "things 
they think are evidence ... and that they claim tend to show that either this crime was 
committed or that it wasn't committed.,,60 The failure to turn the information over 
severely impeded Defense Counsels' preparation of Torey Adamcik's defense. The 
failure to continue the Hearing should now be corrected to preserve due process. 
K. The Magistrate Erroneously Relied Upon Inadmissible Evidence to Bind Torey 
Adamcik Over 
The Magistrate admitted that he relied upon an alleged confession by Torey 
Adamcik in his decision to bind Torey Adamcik over.61 This was Constitutional error. 
Because the details of Torey's argument on this point are contained in the Motion to 
Suppress and accompanying documents (including the affidavits of Sean and Shannon 
Adamcik and Aaron Thompson) already on file with this Court, the argument will not be 
repeated here in length. The Magistrate "did consider. .. the statement he [Torey] made 
to his father during the interrogation and after he had requested counsel," however. 62 
The Magistrate erroneously found that "He [Torey] did indicate, 'yes,' he did commit the 
59 Adamcik's Counsel filed a Motion early on, attempting to limit this prejudice by limiting the press. In 
the end, the Magistrate seemed to recognize and acknowledge the prejudice when he found "no purpose in 
viewing it [the video] in open Court." Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 234, lines 13-21. 
60 Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 126. 
61 See Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 242. 
62 See Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 242. 
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crimes that Detective Thomas had explained to him.,,63 A review of the video recording 
of the event not only reveals that the evidence should not have been considered, but that 
the Magistrates' findings of what the recording revealed were completely inaccurate. 
The cause of this problem was that Magistrate relied upon the hearsay explanation 
of Detective Thomas rather than review the actual recording which was offered for 
review to the Court. The Magistrate ruled that Detective Thomas' testimony was as good 
as the recording and thus accepted the misstated facts as true. Without the improper 
reliance on this inadmissible information, the State clearly did not present evidence as to 
each material element of the crime, and it was error to bind Torey Adamcik over to 
District Court. 
This error can be cured and due process preserved by forcing this matter back to a 
new Magistrate for a new Preliminary Hearing.64 
L. The Record of the Proceedings Was Incomplete and Denied Due Process 
Idaho Code § 19-812 requires a "verbatim record be kept of the Preliminary 
Hearing." To accommodate the media at the expense of the Defendant's due process, 
the Preliminary Hearing was moved to the chambers of Judge Bush, but without any 
provision for a court reporter or other arrangement to ensure that the record was 
adequately preserved. The recording system used was wholly inadequate, and not in 
compliance with Idaho's statute requiring a "verbatim" record or with due process. 
Counsel has reviewed the Preliminary Hearing transcript as well as the hearing the night 
before, and it is clear that substantial portions of the transcript are unintelligible and 
erroneous. The case should be remanded on the basis of inadequate record.65 While 
Defense Counsel is certain the transcriptionist did the best she could under the 
circumstances, moving the hearing to a location not "set up" to make a "verbatim 
recording" of the Preliminary Hearing (or provide for a stenographer) does not comply 
with due process requirements codified in statute. The transcripts are so lacking, that it 
63 [d. 
64 Because the Magistrate at the original Preliminary Hearing has already reviewed evidence relating to 
both criminal defendants, another Magistrate, who has not been exposed to the improper information 
should be assigned to the new Preliminary Hearing. 
65 See Affidavit of Bron M Rammel! in Support of Motion to Dismiss. 
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may be impossible to rely upon them in any subsequent proceedings. This, in and of 
itself, deprived Torey Adamcik of due process and his right to confrontation at his 
Preliminary Hearing of November 2, 2006. 
M. The Magistrate's Admitting all Hearsay Deprived Torey Adamcik 
Of a Meaningful Preliminary Hearing, Due Process and His Right to 
Confront Evidence 
In addition to the extensive hearsay testimony of Detective Andy Thomas, other 
significant and potentially inadmissible hearsay was indulged.66 The infamous videotape 
was admitted in its entirety. The video was taken by Defendant, Brian Draper. 
Significant portions of the videotape show out of court statements that have been altered, 
redacted, over-recorded, or even destroyed.67 
The Magistrate had earlier ruled that all hearsay was admissible at the Preliminary 
Hearing.68 With no way to examine Brian Draper regarding what he recorded, the 
videotape itself constitutes inadmissible hearsay and violates the Fifth and Sixth 
Amendment due process and confrontation clauses. 
In the State v. Horsley, 117 Idaho 920 (S.Ct. 1990), Horsley's conviction and 
sentence for rape were reversed when the Magistrate erroneously admitted hearsay. The 
hearsay was in the form of affidavits, that the State contended was a record containing 
medical facts. The Magistrate failed to make specific findings regarding the reliability 
and trustworthiness of the hearsay information, and the information was deemed 
inadmissible at the Preliminary Hearing. Id at 928. The Supreme Court determined that 
reports of examinations are not medical records, and thus inadmissible hearsay. Because 
the Magistrate relied on the hearsay information to bind Horsley over, reversal was 
necessary. 
66 Detective Thomas admitted to Hearing no personal knowledge of most of what he testified to. Detective 
Thomas was asked: Q. "So, again, getting back to my original question, isn't it fair to say that everything 
that you know about this case comes from some third-party other than what you saw when you went to the 
crime scene some two or three days after the alleged event?" A. "Yes." Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, 
page 1 73, lines 4-10. (emphas is added). 
67 See Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, Testimony of Detective Hamilton (especially pages 194-198). 
68 See Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, page 67, 11.1-7 & 58-89, II. 15-16 & 3-5. 
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In the present case, the Magistrate simply allowed all hearsay. Any attempt to 
request specific findings as to any element of the case was futile. 69 Any rule that can be 
ignored with impunity is the same as having no rule at all. In order for a defendant to be 
afforded due process, a state must abide by those rules and laws established to protect due 
process. Because the State did not present admissible evidence as to each material 
element of each crime alleged sufficient to bind Torey Adamcik over, Defendant's 
Motion should be granted. 
III. CONCLUSION 
The State has the burden of proving that the denial of Torey Adamcik's Federal 
Constitutional rights would not harm him beyond a reasonable doubt. The issues 
identified above demonstrate error that is sufficiently prejudicial to require reversal, even 
if a trial is allowed to proceed without correcting the problem. 
DATED this ~ day of March, 2007. 
69 See Transcript of Preliminary Hearing, pages 65-67. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHTD. 
Attorneys for Defendant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Memorandum in Support of Motion to 
Dismiss was served on the following named persons at the addresses shown and in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. BoxP 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this 16th day of March, 2007 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] H~ Delivery 
[..}{fS. Mail 
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OR\G\NAL 
MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
IDAHO FALLS, Idaho 83405-1219-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
VIC A. PEARSON 158#6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CR-06-17984-FE-C 
SIXTH SUPPLEMENTAL 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: BRON M. RAMMELL, DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for the 
Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through VIC A. PEARSON, 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, 
and supplements its response to Defendant's Request for Discovery as follows: 
RESPONSE NO.6: The following list of individuals may be called to testify 
at the time of trial: Please see the list of law enforcement and profession witnesses and 
civilian witnesses, which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference. New possible 
witnesses are in bold type face. 
RESPONSE - Page 1 
At the present time, to the best knowledge of the plaintiff, only the aforementioned 
individuals with an "*" before their name have a record of felony convictions. Copies of 
the criminal histories for these individuals is attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference. For statements made by prosecution witnesses, please see previous 
responses. 
The State reserves the right to supplement this response upon receipt of evidence 
not currently in our possession. 
DATED this ~ day of March, 2007. 
VIC A. PEARSON 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this ~day of March, 2007, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY was delivered to the following: 
BRON M. RAMMELL 
DIAL MAY & RAMMELL 
POBOX 370 
POCATELLO, 10 83204-0370 
RESPONSE - Page 2 
[ ] mail -
postage prepaid 
[ ] hand delivery 
[X] facsimile 234-2961 
VIC A. PEARSON 


















OTHER FORENSIC LABS 







DOWNARD FUNERAL HOME 
DAVE LANCE 
MEDICAL PERSONNEL 
DR. STEVE SKOUMAL 
DR. CHARLES GARRISON 
















WESTERN PATHOLOGY ASSOC. 
246 N 18TH, POCATELLO 
233-3764 
PMCEAST 




MARY BLATTNER 13770 N WHITECLOUD 237-0203 
POCATELLO, ID 83201 
JOSEPHINA SISNEROS 1143 N HARRISON 232-3561 
POCATELLO,ID 83204 
ROBBIE McCOY (JUV) 1247 KINGHORN RD 237-7191 
POCATELLO, ID 83201 
BRITTANY CORBRIDGE (JUV) 637 S HAYES AVE 317-5675 
POCATELLO,ID 83204 
SANDRA GRAVES 11310 WWHISPERING CLIFFS, 
POCATELLO ID 83201 
SUSAN ASHTON 1256 KINGHORN RD APT D 223-1021 
POCATELLO ID 83201 
~~~ KADEE PENA (JUV) 4957 BANNOCK HWY 234-4574 POCATELLO ID 83201 
AL YSSA ARMIJO (JUV) 777 GREED RD 234-3753 
POCATELLO ID 
MICAH ASHTON (JUV) 1256 KINGHORN RD APT 0 223-1021 
POCATELLO 10 
RONALD YOUNG 11316 WHISPERING CLIFFS 
POCATELLO ID 
SHELBIE CAMMACK (JUV) 249 TAFT AVE 637-2231 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
DAVID HOLTZEN (JUV) 635 RICHLAND AVE 478-2669 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
CHRIS MATHEWS (JUV) 1040 MEMORY LANE 237-2645 
POCATELLO 10 83201 220-1154 
TRACI SANTILLANES 11328 WHISPERING CLIFFS 238-7029 
PCOA TELLO 01 83202 
PAUL SISNEROS 1143 N HARRISON AVE 232-3561 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
CINDY TARGETT 1236 KINGHORN RO 637-0566 
POCATELLO 10 83201 234-7500 
DEXTER PITMAN 13689 N MARBLE DR 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
JERRY TARGETT 1236 KINGHORN RO 637-0566 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
MARK OLSON (JUV) 
RAMANA RAYBORN 2344 HORIZON DR 232-5835 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
TRACEY DUSTIN (JUV) 995 WILSON AVE #5 478-2151 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
HEATHER GRAVATT (JUV) RT 2 BOX 55A (SILER ROAD) 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
5'96 
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HEATHER HARMON (JUV) RT2 N BOX 66 237-8410 
POCATELLO 10 83202 251-2596 
TRISTIN ELDRIDGE (JUV) 
JOEL CUNNINGHAM (JUV) 1730 W QUINN RD #60 478-6823 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
KALEB GARDINER (JUV) 221 STUART AVE 232-1517 
GARDNER CHUBBUCK 10 83202 
AUBREY TAYLOR (JUV) 1046 MT MCGUIRE DR 233-3757 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
KEELY WATKINS (JUV) 1544 JUNIPER DRIVE 233-2343 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
v\ TIFFANY CHAVEZ (JUV) 
~V\. 
ASHLEY OMANS (JUV) 1257 RIDGE ST 637-1115 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
ANGELA SMITH 92 TOPONCE ST 233-0020 
POCATELLO 10 83204 233-7541 
ALEXIS ANDERSON (JUV) 5005 CHINOOK ST 234-4917 
POCATELLO 10 83204 251-3474 
JIM WORKMAN (JUV) 5104 APACHE AVE 233-4258 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
JOSEPH THOMAS LACEY (JUV) 969 HIGHLAND BLVD 234-1537 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
DARRELL WAYNE HENDERSON 11500 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-5816 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
SHARI DORA HENDERSON 11500 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-5816 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
FRANK CONTRERAS 11372 WHISPERING CUFFS 237-1899 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
ALLISON SERR-CONTRERAS 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1899 
POCATELLO 10 83202 760-0305 
SHERI BECKHAM 1505 EASTRIDGE DR 13 478-2005 
POCATELLO ID 83201 
MATIHEW PATRICK BECKHAM 1505 EASTRIDGE DR 13 478-2005 
(JUV) POCATELLO 10 83201 
AMBER CHANTEAL PHILLIPS (JUV) 234 NORTH 9TH 223-4152 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
APRIL PHILLIPS (JUV) 234 NORTH 9TH 223-4152 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
ELLEN MAE PHILLIPS 234 NORTH 9TH 223-4152 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
WADE DOUGLAS SEMONS 11396 WHISPERING CLIFFS 238-0629 
POCATELLO ID 83202 
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WILLIAM ANDREW SEMONS (JUV) 11396 WHISPERING CLIFFS 238-0629 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
RANDALL PHARRIS 11344 WHISPERING CLIFFS 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
GABE JOEL JARDINE (JUV) 1499 SEIRRA DR 237-0872 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
JENNIFER L YNNETTE JARDINE 1499 SEIRRA DR 237-0872 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
KERRY LYNN DRAPER 1030 SHAEL DR 232-1067 
PCOATELLO 10 83204 
PAMELA DRAPER 1030 SHAEL DR 232-1067 
PCOATELLO 10 83204 317-8789 
~1 
SEAN THOMAS ADAMCIK 1598 POINTE VIEW 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
MATIHEW LANHAM (JUV) 1730 W QUINN RD #237 237-6531 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
RILEY SMITH (JUV) 9871 ESHELMAN ST 672-8688 
BOISE 10 724-7215 
ETHAN SMITH (JUV) 9871 ESHELMAN ST 672-8688 
BOISE 10 
KRISTEN BARTA (JUV) 1313 W QUINN RD 237-0350 
POCATELLO 
MIRANDA CHACON (JUV) 2695 VIA VALDARNO 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
DANNI DIXON (JUV?) 11880 PHILBIN RD 238-1778 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
SHAYL YN MCINTIRE (JUV) 1517 N GARFIELD AVE 232-3268 
POCATELLO 10 83204 223-8291 
ADAM DYKMAN (JUV) 1320 W ELDREDGE RD 237-2893 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
VICTOR PRICE 1256 KINGHORN DR#C 223-4602 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
BROOKE ARELLANO (JUV) 4773 WHITAKER RD 637-0981 
CHUBBUCK 10 83202 
ANDREW WITCHER (JUV) 843 N ARTHUR AVE 232-5231 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
SHELBY MCCLUSKEY (JUV) 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1889 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
CHEYENNE MCCLUSKEY (JUV) 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1889 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
DYLAN CONTRERAS (JUV) 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1889 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
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ANNA STODDART 
CIVILIAN WITNESSES 
1256 KINGHORN RD APT C 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
FREDERICK HOFMEISTER (JUV) 855 W SUBLETTE ST 
POCATELLO 10 83204 





xMARK L. HIEOEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING A nORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
IDAHO FALLS, Idaho 83405-1219-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
VIC A. PEARSON 158#6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CR-06-17984-FE-C 
FIFTH SUPPLEMENTAL 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: BRON M. RAMMELL, DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for the 
Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through VIC A. PEARSON, 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, 
and supplements its response to Defendant's Request for Discovery as follows: 
RESPONSE NO.1: For written or recorded statements of the defendant, please 
see updated Bannock County Sheriffs Department Offense Report No. 06-B4057 
consisting of 308 pages including main narrative and supplemental narratives 
numbered 1 through 91 attached hereto and incorporated by reference. 
bOD 
RESPONSE - Page 1 
RESPONSE NO.2: For written or recorded statements of the co-defendant, 
please see updated Bannock County Sheriffs Department Offense Report No. 06-
84057 consisting of 308 pages including main narrative and supplemental narratives 
numbered 1 through 91 attached hereto and incorporated by reference. 
RESPONSE NO.4: The following is a list of documents and tangible objects that 
may used at the time of trial: Please see the Amended Evidence List and Amended 
Property List, which are attached hereto and incorporated by reference: updated 
Bannock County Sheriff's Department Offense Report No. 06-B4057 consisting of 308 
pages including main narrative and supplemental narratives numbered 1 through 91; 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 04-P22062 and Western Pathology 
\01/ Associates Report of Autopsy Examination both referring to Nori Jones; and the 
photograph of Draper's cell wall. 
RESPONSE NO.7: Please see updated Bannock County Sheriff's Department 
Offense Report No. 06-B4057 consisting of 308 pages including main narrative and 
supplemental narratives numbered 1 through 91 attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference. 
The State reserves the right to supplement this response upon receipt of evidence 
not currently in our possession. 
DATED this 1(. day of March, 2007. 
VIC A. PEARSON 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
RESPONSE - Page 2 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this ~ day of March, 2007, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY was 
delivered to the following: 
BRON M. RAMMELL 
DIAL MAY & RAMMELL 
POBOX 370 
POCATELLO, 1083204-0370 
RESPONSE - Page 3 
[ ] mail -
postage prepaid 
[X] hand delivery 
[ ] facsimile 234-2961 
VIC A. PEARSON 
Specifics Items 
STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
#If. 
Pgs 
BRIAN DRAPER INFORMATION 
"Diary Entries" -12/25/00,08/21/01,8/20/01,12/19/01, 15 
12/20/01,12/24/01,12/26/01,06/07/04,06/08/04, 
06/27/04, 09/01/04, 02/11/05, 08/08/05, 08/11/05 
Witness statement 4 
Miranda Sheet dated 09/27/06 1 
Drawings dated 09/27/06 5 
Drawings dated 09/26/06 1 
Miranda Sheet dated 09/29/06 1 
Sketch of house with backyard 1 
Poems/sketches/pictures from Brian's bedroom 10 
10/24/06 Search of Brian Draper's Cell at the jail 6 
Document taken off Brian Draper's computer by Det. 13 
John Walker 
Police Copy of complaint 2 
Brian Draper's "MySpace.com" profile 2 
F allenslipnot. com website 6 
Miranda Sheet dated 09/28/06 1 
"Black River" off of Draper's computer 12 
Report Supplement #79 with copies of letters written by 18 
Draper attached 
Draper Correspondence from Jail 87 
Data/Audio CD Call Queue Report for Draper 44 
Poem & 2 Letters from cell 7 
BANNOCK COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT DETECTIVES' NOTES 
Andy Thomas 44 
Andy Thomas - additional notes 10 
Doug Armstrong 56 
Mark Ballard 19 
Justin Cannon 2 
Alex Hamilton 60 
Alex Hamilton Research 
Pages on Masks 12 
www.fallenslipknot.tripod.com 15 
Pictures 2 
Ed Gein 35 
American Psycho 12 
Toni Vollmer 104 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Specifics Items 
Pgs 
Tom Foltz 67 
CASSIE STODDART 
Consent to Search signed by Anna Stoddart 1 
Medical Release and Record from Children's Clinic 14 
Driver's License Record and Criminal Check 2 
"MySpace.com" profile 19 
CELLULAR TELEPHONE RECORDS 
Torey Adamcik 2 
Chronological Breakdown of calls between 09/22/06 6 
and 09/24/06 prepared by Julie Donahue, ISPI 






Idaho State Police Forensic Services Submission Form 2 
BCSO Property Record by Det. Toni Vollmer 6 
BCSO Evidence Submission Form by Det. Mark Ballard 6 
BCSO Property Record by Mark Ballard 16 
BCSO Evidence Submission Form by Det. Doug 3 
Armstrong 
BCSO Property Receipt by Det. Tom Foltz 1 
BCSO Property Record by Det. Tom Foltz 1 
BCSO Property Record by Det. Andy Thomas 1 
IDAHO STATE POLICE NOTES 
Det. John Ganske 38 
Det. Gary Brush 34 
Det. Tom Sellers 18 
Det. John Kempf 19 
Det. Julie Donahue 50 
Det. Frank Csajko 22 
Det. Don Broughton 26 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## 
Pgs 
COMPACT DISCS / RECORDED INTERVIEWS 
Miscellaneous Discs 9 
911 Calls to Bannock Co. Sheriff s Dispatch, 9/24/06 
Home Video by Brain Draper and Torey Adamcik 
Transcript of Home Video 
Recordings of the answering machine 
ISU enhanced version of Adamcik & Drapers' Video 
ISP Crime Scene Sketch on Disc. 
CD of Photos from Draper Cell 
CD of Jail Calls & Visits with Draper and Adamcik 
CD of Autopsy Photos (recopy) 
CD of Lt. Vollmer's Work Product w/Dr. Garrison 




Interviews for September 26, 2006 5 
Matt Beckham 2nd Interview 
Matt Beckham 3rd Interview 
Brian Draper 2nd Interview 2 disc set 
Victor Price Polygraph 
Anna Stoddart V SA test 
Interview for September 27,2006 8 
Matt Beckham Polygraph, 2 disc set 
Matt Beckham Post Polygraph Interview 
Torey Adamcik 2na Interview 
Brian Draper 3rd Interview (Confession) at BCSO 
Ronald Stoddart Interview 
Yolanda Stoddart Interview 
Adam Dykman Interview - Disc 1 or 2 
Adam Dykman / April Phillips Interview - Disc 2 of 2 
Interviews for September 28,2006 3 
Brain Draper 4th Interview 
Amber Phillips Interview 
Joe Lucero Interview 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## 
Specifics Items Pgs 
Matt & Sherri consent for DNA 
Interview for September 24,2006 1 
Frederick Hofmeister 
VIDEO/DVD'S 1/7 
Low/No Light Video of Crime Scene and Area 
Search Warrant of Adamcik Residence 
Low Light Video of danny Dixon Residence 
Crime Scene Video 1 
Crime Scene Video 2 
Search Warrant of Draper Residence 
Post Search Video of Crime Scene Upon Completion 
Higbee's VHS of Adamcik Search Warrant 
LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACT INFORMATION 
Richard Nelson 2 
Joy Nelson 2 
Dustin Jade Morgan photograph and information 4 
Ralph Nelson 2 
Derek Lindberg 16 
Daniel Warner 2 
LAB REPORTS 
ISP Forensic Services Evidence Submission Form - 2 
Det. Mark Ballard 
ISP Forensic Services Evidence Submission/Receipt 1 
Form - Det. Mark Ballard 
ISP Forensic Services Lab Report by Gary Cushman 3 
ISP Forensic Services Evidence Receipt and Property 7 
Report (List of items for testing.) Lab results possibly 
available by Mid February. 
NMS Lab Report for Cassie Stoddart Blod 2 
ISP Forensic Services Lab Report by Stacey Guess 5 
ISP Forensic Services Lab Report by Cynthia Hall 3 
ISP Forensic Services Lab DNA Restitution 1 
Dr. Garrison's Autopsy Report 4 
MAJOR INCIDENT LOGS 
Letter Size pages 12 
Legal Size Pages 13 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Specifics Items 
Pgs 
MATI BECKHAM 
Consent to Search 1 
Picture 1 
Driver's License and Criminal check 2 
Statement 1 
Sketched Diagrams 3 
ISP Rights Form 1 
Sherri Beckham statement 1 
Driver's License Photo and information 1 
Finger Print Card 1 
Det. Andy Thomas Notes 2 
MISCELLANEOUS 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 04- 7 
P05848 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 04-
P22062 - Supplements 
Confidentiality agreement 1 
Letter dated 10/18/06 from Bron Rammell 1 
Bannock County Sheriff's Department Offense Report 3 
No. 06-B4075 
Letter dated 09/29/06 from Don Cotant, Pocatello High 1 
School Principal 
Bannock County Sheriff's Department Offense Report 3 
No. 06-B4065 
Ralph Nelson Driver's License and Personal History 3 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 06- 5 
P25735 
Letter to Downard Hansen Funeral Home by Det. 1 
Thomas 
Letters to Local Law Enforcement by Det. Thomas and 10 
Vic Pearson 
Map of Evidence Hiding Place & Measurements 2 
ISP Detailed History for Holbert call out 2 
Pocatello Police Offense Report No. 04-P22062 223 
reference Nori Jones 
Western Pathology Associates Report of Autopsy 15 
Examination on Nori Jones 
Page 5 of 8 





























STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Specifics Items 
Pgs 
NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION 
Neighborhood Platt 1 
Telephone Book Pages 2 
Address Information 1 
ISP Area Canvass Forms 16 
PHONE TIPS 
BeSO case Tip Sheets dated 09/25 & 26/06 5 
Hand Notes from Tips 2 
Information Control Sheets 1-26 & 28-30 29 
Hand Notes 1 
Power County Sheriffs Department Offense Report No. 5 
01-2006-02801 
Information Control Filter Report 23 
PHOTO LINE UPS 
Line Ups 6 
Beckham Driver's License 1 
Adamcik Driver's License 1 
Photo 1 
PHOTOGRAPHS AND LOGS 
12 Pictures from Cassie Stoddart's Autopsy 2 
Compact discs 5 
Thumbnails from CDs 82 
Autopsy Photo Log 6 
Hand Written Photo Log by Alex Hamilton 25 
Brian Draper Cell 27 
Photograph of wall in Draper Cell 
POCATELLO HIGH SCHOOL LOCKERS 
Copies of Video Boxes 7 
Book 7 
Bell Schedule 1 
Property Receipt from Cassie Stoddart's Locker 1 
Consent Form signed by Anna Stoddart 1 
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I 
Revised 03/16/07 
STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Specifics Items 
Pgs 
LAW ENFORCEMENT REPORTS 
BCSO Offense Report No. 06-B4057 224 
UPDATED BCSO OR #06-B4057 281 
UPDATED BCSO OR #06-4057, includes 308 
Supplements through 91 
BCSO OR #06-B4057 Supplements 85, 86 & 87 3 
Autopsy Report by Steven Skoumal 15 
ISP Forensic Lab Crime Scene Inventory Report 7 
SIGNED ISP Forensic Lab Crime Scene Inventory 9 
Report 
ISP Forensic Lab Hand Written Notes by Skyler 9 
Anderson 
ISP Investigations Report No. Z06000052- 62 
Investigative Report List (2), Original (3) plus 23 
supplements (57) 
PPD Offense Report No. 06-P21017 15 
Certification of Medical Records from Patti Knapp PMC 1 
FBI Hand Written Notes by Derwin Berg 3 
STATEMENTS 
Anna Stoddart 1 
Victor Price 2 
Frank Contreras 1 
Allison Serr-Contreras (includes diagram) 3 
Shelby McClusky 1 
Sheri Henderson 1 
Darrell Henderson 2 
Riley Smith 2 
Ethan Smith 2 
Christy Barbre drawing 1 
Copy of Reciepts from Ronald Stoddart 1 
Chris Mathews 3 
Adam Dykman 4 
And rew Witcher 1 
SEARCH WARRANTS 
Affidavit of Probable Cause, Search Warrant, Return to 23 
Search Warrant for Computers, Cameras, Film etc. 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Items 
Pgs 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 17 
09/27/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
1598 Point View 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 15 
09/27/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
1030 Shale Drive 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 14 
09/29/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
Pocatello High School Locker #3124 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 13 
09/29/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
Pocatello High School Locker #2208 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 15 
10/04/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
1598 Point View 
Petition for Detention and Order of Detention dated 5 
10/04/06 for blood and hair samples and oral swabs; 
and Receipt, Inventory, Return of Detention Order 
dated 10/11/06 from Torey Adamcik 
Petition for Detention and Order of Detention dated 5 
10/04/06 for blood and hair samples and oral swabs; 
and Receipt, Inventory, Return of Detention Order 
dated 10/11/06 from Brian Draper 
ISP Permission to Search signed by Frank Contreras 1 
PPD Permission to Search signed by Amber(?) and 1 
Doug Dykman 
TOREY ADAMCIK 
Notebook page - List of Supplies & Victims 1 
Police Copy of Complaint 2 
Hand Written notes of 09/27/06 Interview 7 
Written Statement 1 
ISP Rights Form 1 
Drawings dated 09/27/06 2 
Law enforcement information printout 5 
Driver's License printout 1 
Westmark Credit Union Savings Passbook 2 
"Ideas for the Movie" 5 
Notebook of sketches, sons & poems 49 
Page 8 of 8 
Given To Given To I 
Bron Randall 
Rammell Schulthies I 
























STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Items 
Pgs 
Love note from Jodi Chandler 1 
Handwritten Instructions for copying 1 
Dani Dixon's Yearbook Page 1 
Adamcik Correspondence from Jail 65 
Datalaudio CD Call Queue Report for Adamick 53 
WEATHER SERVICE INFORAMTION 
httj2:1/aa.unso.navv.mil/cgi-bin/aa j2aj2.j21 3 
Decoding a METAR observation by David Phelps 5 
Record of River and Climatological Observations 2 
http://www.weather.qov/climate/qetclimate.php?wfo=pih 13 
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BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: HARD DRIVE 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CORD 
Item/Brand: IBM 
Serial Number: 78X2581 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 
Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 








Property Number: P93080 
Model: HTS541060G9ATOO 
Color: 
Total Value: 20.00 
Property Number: P93081 
Model: 
Color: 
Total Value: 20.00 
Property Number: P93083 
Model: 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: P93084 
Model: FINGERLESS 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: P93085 
Model: FOR KNIFE 
Color: BLK / 
Total value: 0.00 
Property Number: P93086 
Model: POWER 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: P93087 
Model: 
Color: BLU / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: LAPTOP COMPUTER Property Number: P93088 
Item/Brand: IBM Model: THINKPAO 
Serial Number: 78X2581 Color: BLK / 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 
Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 











Item Type: COMPUTER 
Item/Brand: COMPAQ PRESARIO 
Serial Number: 3094CMP2C2F2 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: COMPUTER 
Item/Brand: MICRON 
Serial Number: 25522448-0001 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 
Owner 10 Number: 
Page 2 of 31 
Meas: 
Meas: 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: P93089 
Model: LEFT 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: P93090 
Model: RIGHT 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: P93091 
Model: DYKMAN, ADAM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: P93092 
Model: PHILLIPS, AMBER 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: P93189 
Model: 5184 
Color: / 
Total Value: 250.00 
Property Number: P93190 
Model: CLIENT PROBE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 250.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 




Quantity: 2 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BODY PART(S) 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 







Property Number: B0018753 
Model: 
Color: WHI / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018754 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018755 
Model: 
Color: WHI / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018756 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018757 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018758 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018759 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 









Property Number: B0018760 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018761 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: BOO 18762 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018763 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018764 
Model: 
Color: WHI / GRN 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018765 
Model: WOOD FLOOR 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018766 
Model: RUG 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 







Owner 10 Number: 
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Property Number: B0018767 
Model: INSIDE FRAME 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018768 
Model: WALL 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018769 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018770 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018771 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018772 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018773 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BLOOD 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Property Number: B0018774 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018775 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018776 
Model: STEP #1 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018777 
Model: STEP #3 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018778 
Model: STEP #9 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018779 
Model: STEP #10 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018780 
Model: LOWER LEVEL 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16107 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: CLOTHES Property Number: B0018781 
Item/Brand: PAJAMA BOTTOMS Model: BODY/LIVING RM 
Serial Number: Color: YEL / 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 Meas: Total Value: 0.00 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CLOTHES 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: DOOR KNOB 




Owner 10 Number: 








Property Number: B0018782 
Model: BODY/LIVING RM 
Color: WHI / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018783 
Model: BODY/LIVING RM 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018784 
Model: EAST WALL 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018785 
Model: LIVING RMITV 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018786 
Model: EAST WALL 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property N umber: BOO 18787 
Model: ROOM OFF GARAGE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CURTAINS 




Owner 10 Number: 







Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CAST 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CAST 




Owner 10 Number: 




Property Number: B0018788 
Model: ROOM OFF GARAGE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018789 
Model: ROOM OFF GARAGE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018790 
Model: W/BLOOD 
Color: MAR / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018791 
Model: LIVING ROOM 
Color: SIL / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018794 
Model: CEMENT RAMP 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018795 
Model: DRIVEWAY 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018796 
Model: DRIVEWAY 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: CIGARETTE BUTT Property Number: B0018797 
Item/Brand: FIELD OUT BACK Model: 
Serial N umber: Color: / 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: Meas: Total Value: 0.00 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: DOOR KNOB 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: SHOES 
Item/Brand: SAND N SUN 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 2 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 




Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: DOOR KNOB 




Owner ID Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Page 9 of 31 
Meas: 
Meas: 
Property Number: B0018798 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018799 
Model: SANDALS 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018800 
Model: DUMPSTER 
Color: MAR / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018801 
Model: TO BASEMENT 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018802 
Model: LIVING ROOM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018803 
Model: KITCHEN TABLE 
Color: / 




BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: VIDEOTAPE 
Item/Brand: PRE/POST SEARCH 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 4 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BOX 




Owner 10 Number: 




Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: FINGERPRINT 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: KNIFE 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CARDS 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: MISCELLANEOUS 




Owner 10 Number: 





Property Number: B0018804 
Model: DVD-R, 2 EACH 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018805 
Model: 1256 KINGHORN#C 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018806 
Model: 
Color: BLU / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018807 
Model: PRMC 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018808 
Model: KITCHEN TOP ORA 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018809 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018810 
Model: BACK YARD 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 





Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: WINDOW SCREEN 




Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: CARDS 
Item/Brand: 9 LATENT LIFT 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 9 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 





Owner ID Number: 





Owner ID Number: 





Owner ID Number: 




Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
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Property Number: B0018811 
Model: RESIDENCE 
Color: YEL / WHI 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018812 
Model: SMOKE ROOM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018813 
Model: RESIDENCE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018814 
Model: KITCHEN SINK 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018815 
Model: MN BATHRM SINK 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018816 
Model: MAIN BATHROOM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018817 
Model: MAIN BATHROOM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-84057 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: VENT COVER 




Owner 10 Number: 











Owner 10 Number: 
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Property Number: B0018818 
Model: KITCHEN SINK 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018819 
Model: MAIN BATHROOM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018820 
Model: MAIN BATHROOM 
Color: / 
Total value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018821 
Model: MASTER BATHROOM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018822 
Model: DOWNSTAIRS BATH 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018823 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018824 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: OEAOBOL T Property Number: B0018825 
Item/Brand: BASEMENT Model: ENTRY DOOR 
Serial Number: Color: / 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: Meas: Total Value: 0.00 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: COMPUTER TOWER 




Owner 10 Number: 




Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: PHONE 




Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CARPET 




Owner 10 Number: 
Meas: 
Item Type: MISCELLANEOUS 




Owner 10 Number: 
Page 13 of 31 
Property Number: B0018826 
Model: KITCHEN 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018827 
Model: AMERITELL 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018828 
Model: BASEMENT BEDRM 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018829 
Model: KITCHEN COUNTER 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018830 
Model: LIVING ROOM 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018831 
Model: BASEMENT BEORM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: PANTS 
Item/Brand: CARGO W32/L34 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: MISCELLANEOUS 
Item/Brand: LION GLOBE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CARDS 
Item/Brand: 7 LATENT LIFT 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 7 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CARDS 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 




Property Number: B0018832 
Model: BASEMENT BDRM 
Color: TAN / 
Total value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018833 
Model: BASEMENT BDRM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018834 
Model: BASEMENT BDRM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018835 
Model: FROM 1 B20555 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018836 
Model: PINK FLOYD 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018837 
Model: POKY HIGH 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018838 
Model: POKY HIGH 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: COMPUTER EQUIP 
Item/Brand: EXT MAXTOR ORIV 
Serial Number: Y3LRWGEE 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: COMPUTER EQUIP 
Item/Brand: EXT MAXTOR ORIV 
Serial Number: B60X4RGH 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CAMCORDER 
Item/Brand: SONY 
Serial Number: 10924 
Characteristics: . 
Quantity: 1 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: LAPTOP COMPUTER 
Item/Brand: IBM THINKPAO 
Serial Number: L3-AB190 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 
Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 











Owner ION umber: 
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Property Number: B0018839 
Model: 
Color: BLK/ 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018840 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018841 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018842 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018843 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018844 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018845 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: VIDEO CAMERA 
Item/Brand: PANASONIC 
Serial Number: J51A 1 0734A 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: VIDEOTAPE 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: MATCHES 
Item/Brand: BLKRCK CANYON 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 6 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BOOTS 
Item/Brand: BLKRCK CANYON 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: GLOVES 




Owner 10 Number: 
Page 16 of 31 
Meas: 
Property Number: B0018846 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018847 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018848 
Model: ITEMS OF OCCUPA 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018849 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018850 
Model: STICK/PHOTO 1-6 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018851 
Model: PHOTO #8 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018852 
Model: BLUE RUBBER 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: GLOVES 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: 80TTLE 
Meas: 
Item/Brand: BLACKROCK CANYO 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: MASK 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: KNIFE 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: KNIFE 
Meas: 
Meas: 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: KNIFE 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: VIDEO TAPE 




Owner 10 Number: 




Property Number: 80018853 
Model: CLOTH FINGERLES 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018854 
Model: ALCOHOL 
Color: BRO / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80018855 
Model: WHITE/PINK 
Color: WHI / PNK 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80018856 
Model: SHEATH 
Color: / 
Total Value: c 0.00 
Property Number: 80018857 
Model: BLACK HANDLE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80018858 
Model: SHEATH 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80018859 
Model: SONY C 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: MATCHES 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: KNIFE 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: NOTE 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: MASK 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: GLOVE 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: GLOVES 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: BAG 




Owner ION umber: 








Property Number: B0018860 
Model: FROM HOLE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018861 
Model: BLK GRIP HANDLE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018862 
Model: SCRIPT 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018863 
Model: REDIWHITE 
Color: RED / WHI 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018864 
Model: CLOTH (1) 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018865 
Model: BLACK CLOTH 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018866 
Model: W/ DIRT 
Color: BLU / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: SHIRT 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: SHIRT 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: SOCK 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CORD 




Owner 10 Number: 




Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: SHOVEL 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 








Property Number: B0018867 
Model: HAGGAR LG 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018868 
Model: CALVIN KLEIN M 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018869 
Model: 
Color: WHI / GRY 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018870 
Model: BLACK 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018871 
Model: GARAGE SW CORNE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018872 
Model: GARAGE SW CORNE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018873 
Model: TOREYS BEORM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CELL PHONE 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: JOURNAL 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: VIDEO CAMERA 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CAMERA 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: MAP 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 








Property Number: B0018874 
Model: TOREYS CLOSET 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018875 
Model: TOREYS CLOSET 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018876 
Model: TOREYS CLOSET 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018877 
Model: MASTER BEDROOM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018878 
Model: MASTER BEDROOM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018879 
Model: KITCHEN TABLE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018880 
Model: PANTRY OFF KITC 
Color: BLU / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: POA 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Property Number: B0018881 
Model: FRUIT BOWL KITC 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018882 
Model: FAMILY ROOM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018883 
Model: BASEMENT TV RM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018884 
Model: BASEMENT TV RM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018885 
Model: BASEMENT TV RM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018886 
Model: TOREYS CLOSET 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018887 
Model: LAUNDRY RM BASE 
Color: RED / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 




Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 




Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: TOWEL 
Item/Brand: W/RED SPOTS 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 1, 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: , 
Item Type: TOWEL 
Item/Brand: W/BLUE STAIN 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 




Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 




Property Number: B001 BBBB 
Model: LAUNDRY 
Color: WHI / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B001 BBB9 
Model: LAUNDRY 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B001 BB90 
Model: LAUNDRY 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 "1' 
Property Number: B001 BB91 
Model: LAUNDRY 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B001 BB92 
Model: BEDROOM DOWNSTA 
Color: / r 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B001 BB93 
Model: BEDRM DOWNSTAIR 
Color: / 
Total value: 0.00 
Property Number: B001 BB94 
Model: GARAGE NW CORNE 
Color: / 
Total value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: VACUUM 
Item/Brand: CRAFTSMAN SHOP 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 




Quantity: 2 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: VIDEOTAPE 




Owner 10 Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: NOTEBOOK 
Item/Brand: 2 WIRE NOTEBOOK 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 2 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: Video Tape 




Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: Sex Crime Kit 
Item/Brand: SEXUAL ASSAULT 
Serial Number: OF CASSIE STODDART 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Page 23 of 31 
Property Number: B0018895 
Model: GARAGE N. SIDE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018896 
Model: BACK PORCH 
Color: WHI / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018897 
Model: OF SW 1598 POIN 
Color: WHI / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018902 
Model: MATERIAL 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018904 
Model: 1 DRAWING 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018905 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018908 
Model: KIT, 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 





Owner ID Number: 





Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: Computer 
Item/Brand: VIDEO OF 
Meas: 
Meas: 
Serial Number: HARD DRIVE, PORTABLE 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: Meas: 
Owner I D Number: 





Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: MAP 
Item/Brand: MAPS OF CAMERA 
Meas: 
Serial Number: POCKY HIGH SCHOOL 
Characteristics: 
Quantity: 
Owner ID Number: 





Owner ID Number: j 
Item Type: SWABS 




Property Number: B0018909 
Model: OF CASSIE STODD 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018910 
Model: OF CASSIE STODD 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018911 
Model: POCKY HIGH SCHO 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018912 
Model: ON CD 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018913 
Model: LOCATIONS AT 
Color: I 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018914 
Model: ORAL-ANNA STODD 
Color: I 
Total Value: 0.00 1 
Property Number: B0018915 
Model: ORAL-VICTOR PRI 
Color: I 
Characteristics: NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: Total Value: 0.00 
Owner ID Number: 
Page 24 of 31 03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: SWABS 
Item/Brand: STERILE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner I D Number: 
Item Type: SWABS 
Item/Brand: STERI LE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: SWABS 
Item/Brand: STERILE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Page 25 of 31 
Property Number: B0018916 
Model: ANNA STODDART 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018917 
Model: VICTOR PRICE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018918 
Model: ORAL-FRANK CONT 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018919 
Model: FRANK CONTRERAS 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018920 
Model: ORAL-SHELBY MCC 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018921 
Model: SHELBY MCCLUSKE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018922 
Model: ORAL-ALLISON 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: SWABS 
Item/Brand: STERILE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: SWABS 
Item/Brand: STERILE-ORAL 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: SWABS 
Item/Brand: STERILE-ORAL 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
637 
Page 26 of 31 
Property Number: 80018923 
Model: ALLISON SERR-CO 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80018924 
Model: ORAL-ANNA STODD 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80018925 
Model: ANNA STODDART 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018926 
Model: BROOKE ARELLANO 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018927 
Model: BROOKE ARELLANO 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80018928 
Model: DYLAN CONTRERAS 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80018929 
Model: DYLAN CONTRERAS 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: SWABS 
Item/Brand: STERILE-ORAL 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: SWABS 
Item/Brand: STERILE-ORAL 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: FINGERPRINT CAR 
Item/Brand: ELiM/SUSPECT 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 11 sets Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: DOG 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: CAT 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Page 27 of 31 
Property Number: B0018930 
Model: CHEYENNE MCCLUS 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018931 
Model: CHEYENNE MCCLUS 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: BOO 18932 
Model: BRIAN DRAPER 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018933 
Model: BRIAN DRAPER 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018934 
Model: FINGER/PALM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018935 
Model: FEMALE HUSKY X 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018936 
Model: FEMALE 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: DOG 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: CAT 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: SEX CRIME KIT 
Item/Brand: ISP 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: SEX CRIME KIT 
Item/Brand: ISP 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ION umber: 
Item Type: SEX CRIME KIT 
Item/Brand: ISP 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Page 28 of 31 
Property Number: B0018937 
Model: FEMALE CHIHAUHA 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018938 
Model: MALE 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018939 
Model: BRIAN DRAPER 
Color: BLK / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018941 
Model: TOREY ADAMCIK 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018942 
Model: MATT BECKHAM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018943 
Model: TOREY ADAMCIK 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018944 
Model: BRIAN DRAPER 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY I 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: HAIR 
Item/Brand: SAMPLE 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: SAMPLE 
Item/Brand: WRITING/SUSPECT 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: PHOTOGRAPHS 
Item/Brand: KNIVES 
Serial Number: Color: / 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 4 Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: CDS 
Item/Brand: 911 CALL 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: CDS 
Item/Brand: INTERVIEWS 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Item Type: CDS 
Item/Brand: INTERVIEWS 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 
Owner ID Number: 




Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: Meas: 
Owner ID Number: 
Page 29 of 31 
Property Number: B0018945 
Model: MATT BECKHAM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018955 
Model: POKY HIGH 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018956 
Model: BCSO 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018966 
Model: BANNOCK COUNTY 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018967 
Model: MATT BECKHAM 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018968 
Model: TOREY ADAMCIK 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018969 
Model: BRIAN DRAPER 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: COS 
Item/Brand: INTERVIEWS 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CDS 
Item/Brand: INTERVIEWS 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CDS 
Item/Brand: INTERVIEWS 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CD 
Item/Brand: POCATELLO HIGH 
Serial Number: VIDEO 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: OVO 
Item/Brand: INTERVIEW 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: LETTER 
Item/Brand: BRIAN DRAPER 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 4 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: CD 
Item/Brand: VERBATIM 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Page 30 of 31 
Property Number: B0018970 
Model: ADAM DYKMAN 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018971 
Model: APRIL PHILLIPS 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018972 
Model: AMBER PHILLIPS 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018973 
Model: SCHOOL 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0018998 
Model: FRED HOFMEISTER 
Color: / 
Total Value: 1.00 
Property Number: B0019039 
Model: CELL SEARCH 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: B0019043 
Model: CO/RW 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
AMENDED PROPERTY ITE 
BCSO OFFENSE REPORT NO 06-B4057 
Item Type: VIDEO 
Item/Brand: MINI DVD 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: VIDEO 
Item/Brand: NIGHT TESTS 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: VIDEO 
Item/Brand: DANNY DIXON 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: ENVELOPE 
Item/Brand: MISC 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 3 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: DOCUMENT 
Item/Brand: MISC 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 3 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: DOCUMENT 
Item/Brand: MISC 
Serial Number: 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 1 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Item Type: RECORDINGS 
Item/Brand: MISC 
Serial Number: VIDEO 
Characteristics: NEW NEW NEW NEW NEW 
Quantity: 8 Meas: 
Owner 10 Number: 
Page 31 of 31 
Property Number: 80019109 
Model: DAMAGE VIDEO 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80019110 
Model: 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80019111 
Model: RESIDENCE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80019237 
Model: MISC 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80019238 
Model: MISC 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80019239 
Model: MISC 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
Property Number: 80019240 
Model: VISITING PHONE 
Color: / 
Total Value: 0.00 
03/16/07 
ORIGIN 
MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
IDAHO FALLS, Idaho 83405-1219-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
VIC A. PEARSON IS8#6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
'" I"' .> 1.;J 
'"-~. .. ~~ , . 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CR-06-17984-FE-C 
SEVENTH SUPPLEMENTAL 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: BRON M. RAMMELL, DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for the 
Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through VIC A. PEARSON, 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, 
and supplements its response to Defendant's Request for Discovery as follows: 
RESPONSE NO.4: The following is a list of documents and tangible objects that 
may used at the time of trial: Please see the Amended Evidence List and Amended 
Property List, which are attached hereto and incorporated by reference: updated 
Bannock County Sheriff's Department Offense Report No. 06-B4057 Supplement No. 
92, consisting of 1 page; Pocatello Police Department Field Notes for Detectives 
RESPONSE - Page 1 
Col/ins, Schei and Higbee; a CD of photographs taken from the wall of Brian Draper's 
Bannock County Jail Cell on February 26, 2007; and Idaho State Police Forensic 
Services Forensic Biology Report Supplement #1. 
RESPONSE NO.5: The fol/owing is a list of physical or mental examinations 
and/or scientific tests or experiments made in connection with this case: Please see the 
attached - Evidence List and Property List, which is attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference. A copy of Idaho State Police Forensic Services Forensic Biology Report 
Supplement #1 is attached hereto and incorporated by reference. 
RESPONSE NO.6: The fol/owing list of individuals may be called to testify at the 
time of trial: Please see the list of law enforcement and profession witnesses and civilian 
witnesses, which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference. 
At the present time, to the best knowledge of the plaintiff, only the aforementioned 
individuals with an u*" before their name have a record of felony convictions. Copies of 
the criminal histories for these individuals is attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference. For statements made by prosecution witnesses, please see police reports. 
RESPONSE NO.7: Please see updated Bannock County Sheriffs Department 
Offense Report No. 06-B4057 Supplement No. 92, consisting of 1 page attached hereto 
and incorporated by reference. 
The State reserves the right to supplement this response upon receipt of evidence 
not currently in our possession. 
DATED this ~day of March, 2007. 
VIC A. PEARSON 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
~ ~$t 
RESPONSE - Page 2 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
.II. 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this 30 day of March, 2007, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY was 
delivered to the following: 
BRON M. RAMMELL 
DIAL MAY & RAMMELL 
POBOX 370 
POCATELLO, 1083204-0370 
RESPONSE - Page 3 
[] mail-
postage prepaid 
[X] hand delivery 
[ J facsimile 234-2961 
VIC A. PEARSON 
Specifics Items 
STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## 
Pgs 
BRIAN DRAPER INFORMATION 
"Diary Entries" -12/25/00,08/21/01,8/20/01, 12119101, 15 
12/20/01, 12/24/01, 12/26/01, 06/07/04, 06/08/04, 
06/27/04, 09/01/04, 02/11/05, 08/08/05, 08/11/05 
Witness statement 4 
Miranda Sheet dated 09/27/06 1 
Drawings dated 09/27/06 5 
Drawings dated 09/26/06 1 
Miranda Sheet dated 09/29/06 1 
Sketch of house with backyard 1 
Poemslsketcheslpictures from Brian's bedroom 10 
10/24/06 Search of Brian Draper's Cell at the jail 6 
Document taken off Brian Draper's computer by Det. 13 
John Walker 
Police Copy of complaint 2 
Brian Draper's "MySpace.com" profile 2 
Fallenslipnot.com website 6 
Miranda Sheet dated 09/28/06 1 
"Black River" off of Draper's computer 12 
Report Supplement #79 with copies of letters written by 18 
Draper attached 
Draper Correspondence from Jail 87 
DatalAudio CD Call Queue Report for Draper 44 
Poem & 2 Letters from cell 7 
BANNOCK COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT DETECTIVES' NOTES 
Andy Thomas 44 
Andy Thomas - additional notes 10 
Doug Armstrong 56 
Mark Ballard 19 
Justin Cannon 2 
Alex Hamilton 60 
Alex Hamilton Research 
Pages on Masks 12 
www.fallenslipknot.tripod.com 15 
Pictures 2 
Ed Gein 35 
American Psycho 12 
Toni Vollmer 104 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Specifics Items 
Pgs 
Tom Foltz 67 
CASSIE STODDART 
Consent to Search signed by Anna Stoddart 1 
Medical Release and Record from Children's Clinic 14 
Driver's License Record and Criminal Check 2 
"MySpace.com" profile 19 
CELLULAR TELEPHONE RECORDS 
Torey Adamcik 2 
Chronological Breakdown of calls between 09/22/06 6 
and 09/24/06 prepared by Julie Donahue, ISPI 






Idaho State Police Forensic Services Submission Form 2 
BCSO Property Record by Det. Toni Vollmer 6 
BCSO Evidence Submission Form by Det. Mark Ballard 6 
BCSO Property Record by Mark Ballard 16 
BCSO Evidence Submission Form by Det. Doug 3 
Armstrong 
BCSO Property Receipt by Det. Tom Foltz 1 
BCSO Property Record by Det. Tom Foltz 1 
BCSO Property Record by Det. Andy Thomas 1 
IDAHO STATE POLICE NOTES 
Det. John Ganske 38 
Det. Gary Brush 34 
Det. Tom Sellers 18 
Det. John Kempf 19 
Det. Julie Donahue 50 
Det. Frank Csajko 22 
Det. Don Broughton 26 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 




POCATELLO POLICE DEPARTMENT NOTES 
Det Bill Collins 34 
Det Roger Schei 43 
Det. Chad Higbee 8 
COMPACT DISCS 1 RECORDED INTERVIEWS 
Miscellaneous Discs 9 
911 Calls to Bannock Co. Sheriff s Dispatch, 9/24106 
Home Video by Brain Draper and T oreyAdamcik 
Transcript of Home Video 
Recordings of the answering machine 
ISU enhanced version of Adamcik & Drapers' Video 
ISP Crime Scene Sketch on Disc. 
CD of Photos from Draper Cell 
CD of Jail Calls & Visits with Draper and Adamcik 
CD of Autopsy Photos (recopy) 
CD of Lt. Vollmer's Work Product w/Dr. Garrison 




Interviews for September 26,2006 5 
Matt Beckham 2nd Interview 
Matt Beckham 3rd Interview 
Brian Draper 2nd Interview 2 disc set 
Victor Price Polygraph 
Anna Stoddart V SA test 
Interview for September 27,2006 8 
Matt Beckham Polygraph, 2 disc set 
Matt Beckham Post Polygraph Interview 
Torey Adamcik 2na Interview 
Brian Draper 3rd Interview (Confession) at BCSO 
Ronald Stoddart Interview 
Yolanda Stoddart Interview 
Adam Dykman Interview - Disc 1 or 2 
Adam Dykman 1 April Phillips Interview - Disc 2 of 2 
Interviews for September 28,2006 3 
Brain Draper 4th Interview 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Specifics Items 
Pgs 
Amber Phillips Interview 
Joe Lucero Interview 




Matt & Sherri consent for DNA 
Interview for September 24, 2006 1 
Frederick Hofmeister 
VI DEOIDVD'S 117 
LowlNo Light Video of Crime Scene and Area 
Search Warrant of Adamcik Residence 
Low Light Video of danny Dixon Residence 
Crime Scene Video 1 
Crime Scene Video 2 
Search Warrant of Draper Residence 
Post Search Video of Crime Scene Upon Completion 
Higbee's VHS of Adamcik Search Warrant 
LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACT INFORMATION 
Richard Nelson 2 
Joy Nelson 2 
Dustin Jade Morgan photograph and information 4 
Ralph Nelson 2 
Derek Lindberg 16 
Daniel Warner 2 
LAB REPORTS 
ISP Forensic Services Evidence Submission Form - 2 
Det. Mark Ballard 
ISP Forensic Services Evidence SubmissionlReceipt 1 
Form - Det. Mark Ballard 
ISP Forensic Services Lab Report by Gary Cushman 3 
ISP Forensic Services Evidence Receipt and Property 7 
Report (List of items for testing.) Lab results possibly 
available by Mid February. 
NMS Lab Report for Cassie Stoddart Blod 2 
ISP Forensic Services Lab Report by Stacey Guess 5 
ISP Forensic Services Lab Report by Cynthia Hall 3 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
[speCifiCS I Items 
ISP Forensic Services Lab DNA Restitution 
Dr. Garrison's Autopsy Report 
Forensic Biology Report Supplement #1 
MAJOR INCIDENT LOGS 
Letter Size pages 
Legal Size Pages 
~ 
MATT BECKHAM 
Consent to Search 
Picture 
Driver's License and Criminal check 
Statement 
Sketched Diagrams 
ISP Rights Form 
Sherri Beckham statement 
Driver's License Photo and information 
Finger Print Card 
Det. Andy Thomas Notes 
MISCELLANEOUS 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 04-
P05848 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 04-
P22062 - Supplements 
Confidentiality agreement 
Letter dated 10/18/06 from Bron Rammell 
Bannock County Sheriff's Department Offense Report 
No. 06-B4075 
Letter dated 09/29/06 from Don Cotant, Pocatello High 
School Principal 
Bannock County Sheriff's Department Offense Report 
No. 06-B4065 
Ralph Nelson Driver's License and Personal History 
Pocatello Police Department Offense Report No. 06-
P25735 
Letter to Downard Hansen Funeral Home by Det. 
Thomas 

















STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## 
Specifics Items Pgs 
Letters to Local Law Enforcement by Det. Thomas and 10 
Vic Pearson 
Map of Evidence Hiding Place & Measurements 2 
ISP Detailed History for Holbert call out 2 
Pocatello Police Offense Report No. 04-P22062 223 
reference Nori Jones 
Western Pathology Associates Report of Autopsy 15 
Examination on Nori Jones 
NEIGHBORHOOD INFORMATION 
Neighborhood Platt 1 
Telephone Book Pages 2 
Address Information 1 
ISP Area Canvass Forms 16 
PHONE TIPS 
BCSO case Tip Sheets dated 09/25 & 26/06 5 
Hand Notes from Tips 2 
Information Control Sheets 1-26 & 28-30 29 
Hand Notes 1 
Power County Sheriffs Department Offense Report No. 5 
01-2006-02801 
Information Control Filter Report 23 
PHOTO LINE UPS 
Line Ups 6 
Beckham Driver's License 1 
Adamcik Driver's License 1 
Photo 1 
PHOTOGRAPHS AND LOGS 
12 Pictures from Cassie Stoddart's Autopsy 2 
Compact discs 5 
Thumbnails from CDs 82 
Autopsy Photo Log 6 
Hand Written Photo Log by Alex Hamilton 25 
Brian Draper Cell 27 
Photographs of wall in Draper Cell from 11/15/06 
Photographs of wall in Draper Cell from 02/26/07 1 CD 
Page 6 of 9 65/ 































STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Specifics Items 
Pgs 
POCATELLO HIGH SCHOOL LOCKERS 
Copies of Video Boxes 7 
Book 7 
Bell Schedule 1 
Property Receipt from Cassie Stoddart's Locker 1 
Consent Form signed by Anna Stoddart 1 
LAW ENFORCEMENT REPORTS 
BCSO Offense Report No. 06-B4057 224 
UPDATED BCSO OR #06-B4057 281 
BCSO OR #06-B4057 Supplements 85, 86 & 87 3 
UPDATED BCSO OR #06-4057, includes Supplements 308 
through 91 
BCSO OR# 06-B4057 Supplement #92 1 
Autopsy Report by Steven Skoumal 15 
ISP Forensic Lab Crime Scene Inventory Report 7 
SIGNED ISP Forensic Lab Crime Scene Inventory 9 
Report 
ISP Forensic Lab Hand Written Notes by Skyler 9 
Anderson 
ISP Investigations Report No. Z06000052- 62 
Investigative .Report List (2), Original (3) plus 23 
supplements (57) 
PPD Offense Report No. 06-P21017 15 
Certification of Medical Records from Patti Knapp PMC 1 
FBI Hand Written Notes by Derwin Berg 3 
STATEMENTS 
Anna Stoddart 1 
Victor Price 2 
Frank Contreras 1 
Allison Serr-Contreras (includes diagram) 3 
Shelby McClusky 1 
Sheri Henderson 1 
Darrell Henderson 2 
Riley Smith 2 
Ethan Smith 2 
Christy Barbre drawing 1 
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STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Items 
Pgs 
Copy of Reciepts from Ronald Stoddart 1 
Chris Mathews 3 
Adam Dykman 4 
Andrew Witcher 1 
SEARCH WARRANTS 
Affidavit of Probable Cause, Search Warrant, Return to 23 
Search Warrant for Computers, Cameras, Film etc. 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 17 
09/27/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
1598 Point View 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 15 
09/27/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
1030 Shale Drive 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 14 
09/29/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
Pocatello High School Locker #3124 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 13 
09/29/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
Pocatello High School Locker #2208 
Affidavit of Probable Cause and Search Warrant, dated 15 
10104/06; Return to Search Warrant dated 10/11/06 for 
1598 Point View 
Petition for Detention and Order of Detention dated 5 
10104/06 for blood and hair samples and oral swabs; 
and Receipt, Inventory, Return of Detention Order 
dated 10/11/06 from Torey Adamcik 
Petition for Detention and Order of Detention dated 5 
10104/06 for blood and hair samples and oral swabs; 
and Receipt, Inventory, Return of Detention Order 
dated 10/11/06 from Brian Draper 
ISP Permission to Search signed by Frank Contreras 1 
PPD Permission to Search signed by Amber(?) and 1 
Doug Dykman 
Page 8 of 9 




















STATE V. TOREY ADAMCIK & BRIAN DRAPER 
AMENDED EVIDENCE LIST 
## Specifics Items 
Pgs 
TOREY ADAMCIK 
Notebook page - List of Supplies & Victims 1 
Police Copy of Complaint 2 
Hand Written notes of 09/27/06 Interview 7 
Written Statement 1 
ISP Rights Form 1 
Drawings dated 09/27/06 2 
Law enforcement information printout 5 
Driver's License printout 1 
Westmark Credit Union Savings Passbook 2 
"Ideas for the Movie" 5 
Notebook of sketches, sons & poems 49 
Love note from Jodi Chandler 1 
Handwritten Instructions for copying 1 
Dani Dixon's Yearbook Page 1 
Adamcik Correspondence from Jail 65 
Datalaudio CD Call Queue Report for Adamick 53 
WEATHER SERVICE INFORAMTION 
http://aa.unso.navv.millcQi-bin/aa pap.pl 3 
Decoding a METAR observation by David Phelps 5 
Record of River and Climatological Observations 2 
http://www.weather.qov/climate/qetclimate.php?wfo=pih 13 
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OTHER FORENSIC LABS 







DOWNARD FUNERAL HOME 
DAVE LANCE 
MEDICAL PERSONNEL 
DR. STEVE SKOUMAL 
DR. CHARLES GARRISON 


















WESTERN PATHOLOGY ASSOC. 
246 N 18TH, POCATELLO 
233-3764 
PMC EAST 




MARY BLATTNER 13770 N WHITECLOUD 237-0203 
POCATELLO, 1083201 
JOSEPHINA SISNEROS 1143 N HARRISON 232-3561 
POCATELLO, 10 83204 
ROBBIE McCOY (JUV) 1247 KINGHORN RD 237-7191 
POCATELLO, 10 83201 
BRITTANY CORBRIDGE (JUV) 637 S HAYES AVE 317-5675 
POCATELLO, 10 83204 
SANDRA GRAVES 11310 W WHISPERING CLIFFS, 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
SUSAN ASHTON 1256 KINGHORN RD APT 0 223-1021 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
I KADEE PENA (JUV) 4957 BANNOCK HWY 234-4574 
\i) 
J POCATELLO 10 83201 '1 
YJ AL YSSA ARMIJO (JUV) 777 GREED RD 234-3753 
POCATELLO 10 
MICAH ASHTON (JUV) 1256 KINGHORN RD APT 0 223-1021 
POCATELLO 10 
RONALD YOUNG 11316 WHISPERING CLIFFS 
POCATELLO 10 
SHELBIE CAMMACK (JUV) 249 TAFT AVE 637-2231 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
DAVID HOLTZEN (JUV) 635 RICHLAND AVE 478-2669 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
CHRIS MATHEWS (JUV) 1040 MEMORY LANE 237-2645 
POCATELLO 10 83201 220-1154 
TRACI SANTILLANES 11328 WHISPERING CLIFFS 238-7029 
PCOATELLO 01 83202 
PAUL SISNEROS 1143 N HARRISON AVE 232-3561 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
CINDY TARGETT 1236 KINGHORN RD 637-0566 
POCATELLO 10 83201 234-7500 
DEXTER PITMAN 13689 N MARBLE DR 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
JERRY TARGETT 1236 KINGHORN RD 637-0566 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
MARK OLSON (JUV) 
RAMANA RAYBORN 2344 HORIZON DR 232-5835 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
TRACEY DUSTIN (JUV) 995 WILSON AVE #5 478-2151 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
HEATHER GRAVATT (JUV) RT 2 BOX 55A (SILER ROAD) 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
6'7b 
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CIVILIAN WITNESSES 
HEATHER HARMON (JUV) RT2 N BOX 66 237-8410 
POCATELLO 10 83202 251-2596 
TRISTIN ELDRIDGE (JUV) 
JOEL CUNNINGHAM (JUV) 1730 W QUINN RO #60 478-6823 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
KALEB GARDINER (JUV) 221 STUART AVE 232-1517 
GARDNER CHUBBUCK 10 83202 
AUBREY TAYLOR (JUV) 1046 MT MCGUIRE DR 233-3757 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
KEEL Y WATKINS (JUV) 1544 JUNIPER DRIVE 233-2343 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
TIFFANY CHAVEZ (JUV) 
'vJ 
ASHLEY OMANS (JUV) 1257 RIDGE ST 637-1115 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
ANGELA SMITH 92 TOPONCE ST 233-0020 
POCATELLO 10 83204 233-7541 
ALEXIS ANDERSON (JUV) 5005 CHINOOK ST 234-4917 
POCATELLO 10 83204 251-3474 
JIM WORKMAN (JUV) 5104 APACHE AVE 233-4258 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
JOSEPH THOMAS LACEY (JUV) 969 HIGHLAND BLVD 234-1537 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
DARRELL WAYNE HENDERSON 11500 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-5816 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
SHARI DORA HENDERSON 11500 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-5816 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
FRANK CONTRERAS 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1899 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
ALLISON SERR-CONTRERAS 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1899 
POCATELLO 10 83202 760-0305 
SHERI BECKHAM 1505 EASTRIDGE DR 13 478-2005 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
MATTHEW PATRICK BECKHAM 1505 EASTRIDGE DR 13 478-2005 
(JUV) POCATELLO 10 83201 
AMBER CHANTEAL PHILLIPS (JUV) 234 NORTH 9TH 223-4152 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
APRIL PHILLIPS (JUV) 234 NORTH 9TH 223-4152 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
ELLEN MAE PHILLIPS 234 NORTH 9TH 223-4152 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
WAOEOOUGLASSEMONS 11396 WHISPERING CLIFFS 238-0629 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
Page 3 of 5 03/30107 
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WILLIAM ANDREW SEMONS (JUV) 11396 WHISPERING CLIFFS 238-0629 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
RANDALL PHARRIS 11344 WHISPERING CLIFFS 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
GABE JOEL JARDINE (JUV) 1499 SEIRRA DR 237-0872 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
JENNIFER L YNNETTE JARDINE 1499 SEIRRA DR 237-0872 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
KERRY LYNN DRAPER 1030 SHAEL DR 232-1067 
PCOATELLO 10 83204 
PAMELA DRAPER 1030 SHAEL DR 232-1067 
PCOATELLO 10 83204 317-8789 
SEAN THOMAS ADAMCIK 1598 POINTE VIEW 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
MATTHEW LANHAM (JUV) 1730 W QUINN RD #237 237-6531 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
RILEY SMITH (JUV) 9871 ESHELMAN ST 672-8688 
BOISE 10 724-7215 
ETHAN SMITH (JUV) 9871 ESHELMAN ST 672-8688 
BOISE 10 
KRISTEN BARTA (JUV) 1313 W QUINN RD 237-0350 
POCATELLO 
MIRANDA CHACON (JUV) 2695 VIA VALDARNO 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
DANNI DIXON (JUV?) 11880 PHILBIN RD 238-1778 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
SHAYL YN MCINTIRE (JUV) 1517 N GARFIELD AVE 232-3268 
POCATELLO 10 83204 223-8291 
ADAM DYKMAN (JUV) 1320 W ELDREDGE RD 237-2893 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
VICTOR PRICE 1256 KINGHORN DR #C 223-4602 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
BROOKE ARELLANO (JUV) 4773 WHITAKER RD 637-0981 
CHUBBUCK 10 83202 
ANDREW WITCHER (JUV) 843 N ARTHUR AVE 232-5231 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
SHELBY MCCLUSKEY (JUV) 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1889 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
CHEYENNE MCCLUSKEY (JUV) 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1889 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
DYLAN CONTRERAS (JUV) 11372 WHISPERING CLIFFS 237-1889 
POCATELLO 10 83202 
6$"8 
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CIVILIAN WITNESSES 
ANNA STODDART 
FREDERICK HOFMEISTER (JUV) 
JOE LUCERO 
Page 5 of 5 
1256 KINGHORN RD APT C 
POCATELLO 10 83201 
855 W SUBLETTE ST 
POCATELLO 10 83204 
517 N 14TH AVENUE 






Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
~,. Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH mDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
DEFENDANT'S PROPOSED JURY 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Defendant Torey Adamick, by and through his counsel of record, Aaron N. Thompson of 
the firm Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd., hereby submits Defendant's Proposed Jury 
Questionnaire, attached hereto in the above referenced matter. 
DATED thiS~ay of April, 2007 7 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
Attorneys for Defendant 





CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the Defendant's Proposed Jury Questionnaire was 
served on the following named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 




] U.S. Mail 
~D 
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JUROR QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATE OF IDAHO vs. TOREY ADAMCIK 
PLEASE BE SURE YOUR ANSWERS ARE LEGIBLE 
JUROR NUMBER~ __ _ 
INTRODUCTION AND INSTRUCTIONS 
Thank you for coming to court as a potential juror. Before the case can start, a 
jury must be selected. The judge and the parties need to know information about you and 
people you know in order to select jurors who can be fair to both sides. 
Everyone has attitudes and opinions that are shaped by their life experiences. 
Sometimes these experiences can make it difficult to look at a certain issue in an 
unbiased and unemotional way. As a juror, you must return a verdict based on the law 
and on the facts proved in court. The judge will give you instructions on the law and how 
you should go about deciding the case. You must listen to and follow the judge's 
instructions. 
The questions on this form are designed to help the court and the attorneys learn 
something about your background and your views on issues that may be related to this 
case. The questions are asked not to invade your privacy, but to make sure that you can 
be a fair and impartial juror. 
In portions of this form, you will see the term, "person with whom you share a 
significant personal relationship." This term refers to a former spouse, domestic partner, 
life partner, or anyone with whom you have an influential or intimate relationship that 
you would characterize as important. 
As you answer the questions that follow, please keep in mind that there are no 
"right" or "wrong" answers. The only right answer is one that reflects how you honestly 
feel. Please make sure your answers are as complete as possible. Complete answers are 
far more helpful and may help shorten the time it takes to select ajury. If you have 
trouble reading, understanding, or filling out this form, please let the court staff know. If 
a question does not apply to you, please write "N/A" or "Not Applicable" rather than 
leave the question blank. 
Remember that you are answering these questions under penalty of perjury. Your 
answers must be true and complete. Thank you for your help in selecting a fair jury. 
STATE OF IDAHO VS. TOREY ADAMCIK - JUROR QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 1 OF 28 JUROR# ________ __ 
JUROR QUESTIONNAIRE 
STATE OF IDAHO vs. TOREY ADAMCIK 
PLEASE BE SURE YOUR ANSWERS ARE LEGIBLE 
JUROR NUMBER ---
I. HARDSHIP 
It is presently estimated that the presentation of evidence will begin May 30, 2007 and 
may run for approximately 2 weeks. 
1. Are you available to serve as a juror within the time frame stated here: 
YES NO 
2. Does your employer have ajury service policy: YES:__ NO 
If so, what is it? ________________________ _ 
3. If you are required to serve on this jury for 2 weeks, what personal hardship would 
this create for you personally (hardship or inconvenience to your employer is not a 
personal hardship): _____________________ _ 
4. During the course of this trial, it may become necessary to fully sequester (you would 
live in a hotel and have very limited outside contact) the jury. Would this create a 
personal hardship for you? YES __ NO __ 
Ifso,why: ________________________________ _ 
STATE OF IDAHO VS. TOREY ADAMCIK - JUROR QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 2 OF 28 JUROR# ____ _ 
II. FAMILY HISTORYIBACKGROUND 
1. Full Name (Last, First, Middle): _________________ _ 
2. Age: _____ Gender: ____ _ 
3. List any other names you have been known by: _____________ _ 
4. What was your father's occupation (please list even if your father is retired or 
dece~ed)? _________________________________ _ 
5. What was your mother's occupation (ple~e list even if your mother is retired or 
dece~ed)? __________________________ _ 
6. Marital Status (circle one): 
Married SinglelNever Married Divorced/Separated Living wlNon-Marital Mate 
7. If you are, or have been married, state the name of your spouse: 
8. Has your marital status changed within the last 10 years: YES __ NO 
If yes, state the reason for the change (circle one): 
Marriage Remarriage Death Divorce 
9. Do you have children or stepchildren or are you a guardian of any children: 
YES NO 
10. If you have children please list (including children not living with you): 
Gender Age Does child live with you Education level Occupation Employer 
11. What is the general condition of your health: -----------------
12. If you have any health problems, please state briefly the nature of the problem: 
13. Are you presently taking any form of medication: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, ple~e the medications you are taking, the re~on you are taking them and how 
often you take them. 
STATE OF IDAHO VS. TOREY ADAMCIK - JUROR QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 3 OF28 JUROR# ____ _ 
Medication Reason for Taking How long taking 
14. What is the general condition of your hearing: 
15. Have you ever been seen by a medical specialist: YES __ NO __ 
16. Have you ever disagreed with an opinion received from your doctor: YES_ NO_ 
17. Have you, a family member, or a close friend ever worked in the medical health 
profession as a psychologist, therapist, counselor, marriage counselor, psychiatric 
technician, or any related occupation: YES __ NO __ 
18. If yes, please describe briefly the circumstances: ______________ __ 
19. Have you or anyone close to you received treatment or had a professional association 
with a psychologist or psychiatrist: YES __ NO __ 
III. RESIDENCE 
1. Current residence physical address: _____________________ _ 
2. How long have you lived at your current address: --------------
3. Do you Own __ or Rent __ 
4. List areas of past residence within the last five years and indicate how long you lived 
in each location: ----------------------------
STATE OF IDAHO VS. TOREY ADAMCIK JUROR QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 4 OF 28 JUROR# ____ _ 
IV. EMPLOYMENT 
1. Are you currently employed: YES __ NO __ 
If so, by whom are you employed: __________________ _ 
Full Time __ Part Time __ If part time, how many hours per week: ___ _ 
How long have you been so employed: ________________ _ 
2. What are your specific duties and responsibilities on the job: ________ _ 
3. Does your job involve management or supervisory duties: YES __ NO __ 
If so, please describe your managerial responsibilities and state the number of 
employees you supervise: _____________________ _ 
4. Do you have the authority to hire and fire employees: YES __ NO __ 
5. If retired, please list previous employment and job duties: _________ _ 
6. Spouse or significant others current/most recent occupation/employer: _____ _ 
7. Spouse or significant others' occupations and employers within the last five years: 
V. EDUCATION 






STA TE OF IDAHO vs. TOREY ADAMCIK - JUROR QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 5 OF28 JUROR# ____ _ 
Mother 
Father 
2. If you have any education beyond high school, identity the school(s) you attended, 
when, the area(s) of study and any degree(s) received: __________ _ 
3. Have you ever studied Psychology: YES NO 
If yes, what area did you study: __________________ _ 
4. Are you currently in school: YES __ NO __ 
If so, which school and what are you studying: _____________ _ 
5. Do you plan to attend school in the future: YES __ NO __ 
If so, which school do you plan to attend and what do you plan to study: ____ _ 
VI. MILITARY 
1. Have you ever served in the military: YES __ NO __ 
If so, please list the Branch of Service, Rank, and Dates of Service: _____ _ 
2. Has your spouse or significant other served in the military: YES __ NO __ 
If so, please list the Branch of Service, Rank, and Dates of Service: _____ _ 
3. Do you have combat experience: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: ______________________ _ 
4. Were you ever involved in any way with military law enforcement, Court Marshal or 
investigations: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: ______________________ _ 
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5. While serving in the military, did you ever see one or more 
seriously wounded: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: ------------------------------
6. While serving in the military, did you ever see someone killed, or 
killed: YES NO 
If yes, please explain: ________________________ _ 
7. Have you been discharged from the military: YES __ NO 
If so, was the discharge honorable, dishonorable or general: __ _ 
VII. CRIME 
1. Have you, or has anyone close to you been accused, arrested or 
YES NO 
If yes, please explain and list the charge(s) and outcome: 
2. Have you, or has anyone close to you been a victim of any 
either reported or unreported: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please name the victim, their relationship to you, the 
number of times the crime occurred: --------------------
3. How serious a problem do you think violent crime is today (circle 
Very Serious Somewhat Serious Slightly Serious Not 
4. In your opinion, what are the major causes of crime: _________ _ 
5. In your opinion, what is the best way to solve the crime problem: 
6. How often do you follow crime in the newspaper (circle one): 
Everyday Three or Four Days a week Once a week Less 
7. Do you think domestic family violence is a problem in our society: 
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8. Do you know anyone who has been the victim of domestic violence: YES: NO: 
If so, what were the circumstances, what did the abused person do, who was to blame 
in the situation: -------------------------------
9. Is there ever a time when you believe one human being is justified in killing another 
human being: YES __ NO __ 
If so, what are those circumstances: ---------------------
10. Please state your personal belief regarding each statement: 
a.) "A defendant is innocent until proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt." 
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree No opinion 
Please explain: _____________________________ _ 
b.) "lfthe prosecution goes to the trouble of bringing someone to trial the 
person is probably guilty." 
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree No opinion 
Please explain: __________________________ _ 
c.) "The testimony of law enforcement officers or agents is entitled to more 
weight because they are law enforcement." 
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree No opinion 
Please explain: ___________________________ __ 
d.) "Law enforcement officers almost always tell the truth." 
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree No opinion 
Please explain: ___________________________ _ 
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e.) Regardless of what the law says, "A defendant in a criminal action should still 
be required to prove his or her innocence." 
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree No opinion 
Please explain: _________________________ _ 
11. Do you believe that a defendant in a criminal case should testifY or produce some 
evidence to prove that he or she is not guilty: YES __ NO __ 
12. Do you believe that children under the age of 18 have the same capacity to 
understand their behavior as an adult does? YES NO 
Please explain: _________________________ _ 
13. Do you believe minors (people under 18 years of age) should be treated the same as 
adults in our criminal justice system: YES __ NO __ 
Ifyes, please state why: _____________________ _ 
Ifno, please state why: ______________________ _ 
14. What is your understanding of how minors are to be treated in our criminal justice 
system? ____________________________ _ 
15. Do you believe our current juvenile justice system works? YES __ NO __ 
Please explain: _________________________ _ 
16. Have you or anyone close to you been invol ved in a civil lawsuit: YES __ NO 
If yes, describe the circumstances: __________________ _ 
17. Have you, a close friend, or a family member ever been questioned by the police 
about a crime: YES NO 
If so, please describe the circumstances: ________________ _ 
18. Have you, a close friend or family member ever actively participated in any group or 
association involved with crime prevention or victim's rights: YES __ NO __ 
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If yes, what group, describe the purpose and your participation in it: ______ _ 
19. Do you believe that you would be a good juror in this case: YES __ NO __ 
If so, please explain: _______________________ _ 
VIII. PRIOR CONTACTS 
1. Are you personally acquainted with anyone who is working or has worked in one or 
more of the following: (Circle the appropriate response) 
a.) City, County, State or Federal Prosecutors office 
b.) A criminal defense attorney's office 
If so, please explain: _______________________ _ 
2. Do you associate with any lawyers who practice criminal law, whether as a defense 
attorney or as a prosecutor: YES __ NO __ 
If so please indicate who you know and the nature of the contact: -------
3. Do you know or are you otherwise familiar with Mark Hiedeman or Vic A. Pearson, 
the prosecuting attorneys representing the State of Idaho? YES __ NO __ 
4. Do you know or are you otherwise familiar with Bron Rammell or Aaron N. 
Thompson, the defense attorneys representing Torey Adamcik? YES __ NO __ 
5. Do you know or are you otherwise familiar with David R. Martinez or Randall 
Schulties, the defense attorneys representing Brian Draper? YES __ NO __ 
6. Do you know or are you familiar with the Judge or any members of the Court staff 
(please check): 
Honorable Judge Peter McDermott: YES __ NO __ 
Law Clerk Angie Williams: YES __ NO __ 
Court Clerk Kathy Smith: YES __ NO __ 
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Court Bailiff Carrie Zitterkoph: YES __ NO __ 
Court Reporter Stephanie Davis: YES __ NO __ 
7. Have you or anyone close to you had any experience or involvement in the following 












If yes, please explain the involvement: ________________ _ 
8. You will be given a separate list of potential witnesses that may be called in this case. 
Please check the witnesses you know or believe you may know and describe the basis 
of your knowledge and/or information. 
POTENTIAL WITNESS LIST IS ATTACHED 
9. Are you personally acquainted with the Defendant Torey Adamcik or any members of 
his family: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please list the names of people you are acquainted with and the relationship: 
10. Are you personally acquainted with the Defendant Brian Draper or any members of 
his family: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please list the names of people you are acquainted with and the relationship: 
11. Did you personally, or did anyone you are closely acquainted with, know the victim 
Cassie 10 Stoddart: YES NO 
If yes, please list the names of people you are acquainted with and the relationship: 
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12. What are your opinions, if any, about criminal defense attorneys in general: ___ _ 
13. What are your opinions, ifany, about prosecuting attorneys in general: ____ _ 
IX. MEDIA COVERAGEIKNOWLEDGE OF THE CASE 
This case involves the murder of Cassie Jo Stoddart, a sixteen-year-old student of 
Pocatello High School. The State alleges that Torey Adamcik, a sixteen-year-old 
classmate at Pocatello High School, committed and/or conspired to murder Ms. 
Stoddart. Mr. Brian Draper was charged with the same offense [and convicted] in 
April,2007. 
1. Have you heard about this case, other than in court today: YES __ NO __ 
2. If you have heard and/or read something about this case at some time, it is vitally 
important that you truthfully answer the following questions concerning what you 
have learned about this case. There are no right or wrong answers. There should 
only be truthful and forthright answers. Please indicate from what sources you have 
learned about this case (please check all that apply): 
a.) Television __ 
b.) Newspapers __ 
c.) Radio __ 
d.) Conversations with other people __ 
e.) Overheard others discussing it __ 
3. What is your main source of news: 
Name: a.) Newspaper __ 
b.) Radio __ 
--------------------------
Name: ----------------------------
c.) Television __ Name: ---------------------------
4. Do you listen to, read or watch Pocatello, Idaho Falls or Twin Falls media? 
YES NO 
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If so, from what source? (Check those that apply) 
a. Newspapers 
1.) Idaho State Journal __ 
2.) The Times-News __ 
3.) Post Register __ 
b. Television Stations 







6.) KPVI __ 
9.)KTFT __ 
5. Based on what you have heard, read or seen, what do you think about this crime: 
6. What impression did you get of Torey Adamcik from the media or other sources: 
7. Did you get the impression Torey Adamcik was guilty or not guilty: (circle one) 
Not Guilty Not Sure No Opinion Guilty 
Why: ---------------------------------------------------------
8. Are you familiar with the case of the State v. Brian Lee Draper, which went to trial in 
Pocatello, Idaho, in April: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain what you know and how you discovered the information: 
9. Have you seen, heard about, or discussed (with anyone) a homemade video that is 
related to this case: YES NO 
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If yes, please explain what you know about the homemade video: ________ _ 
10. To the best of your knowledge, was the case of the State v. Brian Lee Draper covered 
by your local media? If so, by what outlet: _______________ _ 
11. To the best of your knowledge, is the case of the State v. Torey Michael Adamcik 
covered by your local media? If so, by what outlet: -------------
12. Based on what you have read or heard about the case of the State against Torey 
Adamcik, do you have an idea about what happened: 
13. Which of the following best describes how you would describe the media coverage of 
this case overall: (circle one) 
Accurate Sometimes Accurate/Sometimes Not Inaccurate 
14. Which of the following best describes how you would describe media coverage 
overall: (check one) 
a.) Biased in favor of the prosecution: __ 
b.) Biased in favor of the defense: __ 
c.) Basically fair to both sides: __ 
15. Are you familiar with the murder ofNori Jones in Pocatello in approximately 
September,2004: YES __ NO __ 
If so, please, explain what you know about or have heard about that murder, 
explaining how you found out or have this knowledge: -------------
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A. To the best of your knowledge, was anyone arrested for the murder ofNori Jones: 
YES NO 
B. To the best of your knowledge, was anyone prosecuted (brought to trial) for the 
murder ofNori Jones: YES NO 
16. If you have discussed this case with friends and/or relatives, do your friends/relatives 
overall seem to lean toward the belief that Torey Adamcik is: (circle one) 
Not Guilty Probably Guilty Not Sure Probably Guilty Guilty 
17. This case will be closely followed by local, state, national and international electronic 
and print media. What is your reaction to this: _____________ _ 
18. What do you think about jurors appearing on talk shows after serving on a highly 
publicized criminal trial jury: ____________________ _ 
19. Have you watched a juror or jurors in a particular case talk on television about their 
experience on a jury: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, what do you recall and what was your impression of hislher experience: 
20. Have you listened on the radio to a juror or jurors in a particular case talk about their 
particular experience on a jury: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, what do you recall and what was your impression of hislher/their experience: 
21. Have your read about ajuror's experience on a particular case in a newspaper or 
magazine: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, what do you recall and what was your impression of hislher experience: 
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22. What do you think about a juror writing a book about hislher experience as ajuror: 
23. Have you read any books or articles about a juror's experience on a jury: 
YES __ NO __ If yes, please explain: ______________ _ 
24. If, as a juror on this case, you heard evidence that was in conflict with the information 
you learned from the media, how would you resolve the conflict: ______ _ 
x. CONTACT WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT 
1. Have you ever called the police for any reason: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: _______________________ _ 
2. Have the police ever helped you in any way: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: _______________________ _ 
3. Have you ever had a negative experience with the police: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: _______________________ _ 
4. Do you know someone, an acquaintance, a friend, or a relative, who works in law 
enforcement: YES NO 
If yes, please answer the following for each person you know: 
a.) Please where (s)he works: _________________ _ 
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b.) How close is your relationship with these individuals, and how often do 
you see them: --------------------------------------------
5. Have you, your spouse, any person with whom you have a significant personal 
relationship, or a relative ever had any contact with law enforcement, including but 
not limited to, being: 
a.) Stopped by the police? 
b.) Accused of misconduct, whether or not it was a crime? 
c.) Investigated as a suspect in a criminal case? 
d.) Charged with a crime? 
e.) A criminal defendant? 
YES NO 
Ifyes,who: ________________________________________________ __ 
What crimes: --------------------------------------------------
When: -------------------------------------------------------
Whathappened: ____________________________________________ __ 
6. The following is a principal of law that applies to all criminal cases: 
Torey Adamcik is presumed to be innocent. This presumption requires that 
the State prove each element of the crime beyond a reasonable doubt. 
Whenever the Judge tells you the State must prove something, the Judge 
means they must prove it beyond .a reasonable doubt. 
Proof beyond a reasonable doubt is proof that leaves you with an abiding 
conviction to a moral certainty that the charge is true. The evidence need not 
eliminate all possible doubt because everything in life is open to some 
possible or imaginary doubt. 
In deciding whether the State has proved its case beyond a reasonable doubt, 
you must impartially compare and consider all the evidence that was received 
throughout the entire trial. Unless the evidence proves that Torey Adamcik is 
guilty beyond a reasonable doubt, he is entitled to an acquittal and you must 
find him not guilty. 
Do you understand this principle of law? YES ____ NO __ __ 
Do you agree with this principle of law? YES ____ NO __ __ 
Will you follow this principle of law? YES ____ NO __ __ 
!:, 7e 
STA TE OF IDAHO VS. TOREY ADAMCIK - JUROR QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 17 OF 28 JUROR# ________ __ 
If you answered no to any question, please explain: ____________ _ 
7. Have you, your spouse, any person with whom you have a significant personal 
relationship, or a relative ever had a particularly pleasant or unpleasant experience 
with law enforcement or the prosecutor's office? YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: _______________________ _ 
8. Would the fact that a witness is a member oflaw enforcement cause you to 
automatically believe or disbelieve his/her testimony? YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: _______________________ _ 
XI. CONTACT WITH PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS OFFICE 
1. Have you ever had contact with any prosecuting attorneys office, including the 
Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney's office: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: _______________________ _ 
2. How would you describe that contact or experience: Good _ Bad _ Indifferent_ 
Please explain: _________________________ _ 
XII. LEISURE ACTIVITIESIENTERTAINMENTIHOBBIES 
1. How do you spend your spare time: _________________ _ 
2. What type of books, if any, do you prefer (Example: Non-Fiction, Fiction, Historical, 
Romance, Mystery/Crime): ____________________ _ 
3. What are your favorite television programs: ______________ _ 
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4. What social, civic or other organizations do you belong to or are you associated with: 
5. Do you hold (or have you held) an office or leadership position: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please describe: _________________________ _ 
6. Do you ever watch TV programs that show real life or dramatized crime activities 
such as "Law & Order, CSI, American Justice or America's Most Wanted," and if so, 
how do you feel about these shows: _________________________ _ 
7. How do you feel criminal defendants are presented in these shows? Do you agree? 
8. How do you feel prosecutors are presented in these shows? Do you agree? 
9. How do you feel criminal defense attorneys are presented in these shows? Do you 
agree? ___________________________________ ___ 
10. Do you ever watch Court TV: YES __ NO __ 
II. Do you like detective/crime movies/TV programslbooks: YES __ NO __ 
12. Have you ever been elected or appointed to serve in a government or regulatory board 
(Example: School Board, Citizen Task Force): YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: _____________________________ _ 
XIII. SITTING AS A JUROR ON THIS CASE 
1. Have you ever served on a jury or a grand jury before: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please answer the following 
State Court: Number of times: 
Federal Court: Number of times: 
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CiviLCase: Number of times: 
Criminal Case: Number of times: 
Were you ever the foreperson: YES __ NO __ 
Was a verdict reached: YES NO --
2. If you have served on a jury before, please describe your experience. For example, 
please describe any feelings you have about your experience and how that experience 
might affect your ability to serve again: ________________ _ 
3. How do you feel about being a possible juror on this case: _________ _ 
4. Would you like to be a juror in this case: YES __ NO __ 
Pleaseexplrun: _________________________ __ 
5. Do you have any problems or areas of concern at home or at work that might interfere 
with your acting as ajuror for this trial: YES __ NO __ _ 
If so, please describe your concerns: _________________ _ 
6. The defendant in this case, Torey Adamcik, is charged with one count of First Degree 
Murder and Conspiracy to Murder by willfully, unlawfully, deliberately and with 
premeditation killing and murdering Cassie Jo Stoddart. 
Does the nature of the crime cause you concern that you will have difficulty 
sitting as an impartial juror: YES ___ NO __ 
If so, please explain: _______________________ _ 
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7. Do you think you might have difficulty judging someone who is charged with such a 
serious crime (circle one): 
Yes Probably Yes Probably Not No I Don't Know 
Please explain your answer: ____________________ _ 
8. Given that Torey Adamcik is charged with murder and conspiracy to murder, do you 
think you might have difficulty jUdging the facts (circle one): 
Yes Probably Yes Probably Not No I Don't Know 
Please explain your answer: ____________________ _ 
9. Do you believe the jury system in this country is a fair system: YES __ NO __ 
If not, please explain: _______________________ _ 
10. Would you tend to disbelieve the testimony of an expert because they are being paid: 
YES NO 
If yes, please explain: _______________________ _ 
11. What factors do you use to determine a person's credibility: ________ _ 
12. Are you opposed to a trial by jury: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: ______________________ _ 
13. Do you consider yourself a religious person: YES __ NO __ 
14. How important is religion to you (circle one): 
Very Somewhat Slightly Not at all 
15. Do you belong to an organized church: YES NO 
16. How often do you attend church or religious services (circle one): 
Once a week or more Once or twice a month 
Several times a year Less often than once a year 
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17. Does your religion say what should be done to persons who commit serious crimes? 
What does it say should be done? ___________________ _ 
18. Do you hold any religious, philosophical or moral beliefs that will not permit you to 
serve as a juror and reach a final verdict: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: _________________________ _ 
19. The jury in this case will be instructed not to read, watch or listen to any news 
accounts of this trial until it is completed and not to talk to anyone about the case, not 
even to one another, until the jury retires to deliberate. Would you find it difficult to 
follow this instruction for any reason: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please explain: ___________________________ _ 
20. Is there any reason why you would not follow the law as the court instructs, even if 
you did not agree with the particular instruction or law: YES NO 
If yes, please explain: ------------------------------
2l. Torey Adamcik is not required to testify, and ifhe does not testify, jurors are not 
allowed to draw any conclusions from that fact. How comfortable are you with that 
requirement (circle one): 
Very Have Reservations Not at All I Don't Know 
22. Do you think Torey Adamcik should take the stand and testify on his or her behalf: 
YES __ NO __ If yes, please explain: __________ _ 
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23. If you were a juror in this case and Torey Adamcik did not testifY, would you tend to 
(circle one): 
a.) Be disappointed that you had not heard his side of the story. 
b.) Think that he had something to hide. 
c.) Believe that Torey Adamcik was perfectly justified in not testifYing. 
d.) Think it would not matter one way or the other if Torey Adamcik did not 
testifY. 
24. Does the idea that you might not hear from Torey Adamcik bother you (circle one): 
A Little Not at All I Don't Know A lot 
Why: -----------------------------------------------------------
25. At the beginning of a trial, the judge may ask jurors if they can put out of their minds 
any judgments they may have made about the defendant or any bias and prejudice 
they may have about the case. Do you think under those circumstances you can put 
any biases and prejudices out of your mind and listen to the case fairly and 
objectively (circle one): Yes No Not Sure 
26. Thinking about his case and your own state of mind, do you think you could put aside 
any knowledge or belief you might have, based on what you already know about the 
defendant or the case, and judge this case solely on the law and facts presented to 
you? Please circle one of the following that best describes your opinion: 
a. ) Yes, I am certain I could put aside any prejudice or beliefI might have about 
this defendant, the victims, or the crime. 
b.) I probably could put aside any prejudice or belief I might have about this 
defendant, the victims, or the crime, but I am not certain. 
c.) No, I could not put out of my mind what I already think about this defendant, 
the victims or this crime. 
d.) I will not know how I will react until I am in that situation. 
27. Do you have any feeling of bias or prejudice for or against the defendant, his family, 
his attorneys or the prosecution in this case: YES __ NO __ 
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If yes, please explain: ______________________ _ 
XIV. MISCELLANEOUS QUESTIONS 
1. Do you use a computer for work: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please describe your use: __________________ _ 
2. Do you own a computer for personal use: YES __ NO __ 
3. Do you or members of your household use the computer, please describe: ___ _ 
4. How often do you use a computer: _________________ _ 
5. If you do not use a computer, is there any particular reason why: ______ _ 
6. Do you or anyone in your household own a gun: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please answer the following questions: 
a.) Who owns the gun(s) ___________________ _ 
b.) What type of gun(s) __________________ _ 
c.) What is the reason for owning the gun(s) (i.e. protection, sporting, hunting, 
other) _________________________ _ 
7. Do you have any training or experience with firearms or with ballistics: 
YES __ NO __ If yes, please explain: _____________ _ 
8. Have you ever fired a gun: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, what type of gun: _____________________ _ 
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Where and when did this occur: -------------------------------------
9. Do you or anyone in your household own large knives: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please answer the following questions: 
a.) Who owns the knife(s) ___________________ _ 
b.) What type ofknife(s) _________________ _ 
c.) What is the reason for owning the knife( s) (i.e. protection, sporting, hunting, 
other) _____________________________________________ _ 
10. Have you ever been treated for an alcohol related problem or entered into an alcohol 
or drug rehabilitation center: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please state where and when: ______________________ _ 
11. Have any members of your family ever been treated in a drug and alcohol counseling 
center: YES NO --
12. If you have chosen not to consume alcohol what is the reason: _____________ _ 
13. Do you belong to or coach any group that sponsors youth events such as baseball, 
soccer, volleyball, skiing, or other sporting events: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, please describe: ______________________________________ _ 
14. Have you ever known anyone who abused drugs: YES __ NO __ 
If yes, what effects did drug abuse have on that person: _______________ _ 
15. What do you think are some of the most important values to teach our children: 
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16. Is there any matter not covered by this questionnaire that you think the attorneys or 
court might want to know about you as ajuror in this case: ____________ _ 
EXPLANATION SHEET 
If you feel that in the spaces provided, you were unable to sufficiently answer any 
particular question(s), please use this sheet to provide that information. There is an 
additional blank page attached to this questionnaire if extra space is needed. Please 
state the question number which corresponds to you answer. Thank you very much 
for your cooperation. 
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JUROR NUMBER -------
JUROR NAME (PRINT) _______________ _ 
I, ______________ , declare under penalty of perjury under 
the laws of the State of Idaho that the foregoing responses I have given on this Juror 
Questionnaire, and on any attached sheets, are true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge. 
Signature 
Date and Place of Signing 
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JURY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Adamcik, Sean Thomas 
Adamcik, Shannon 





Armstrong, Doug (Det.) 
Ashton, Micah 
Ashton, Susan 
Ballard, Mark (Det.) 
Barbre, Christy 
Barta, Kristen 






Brennan, Mike (Officer) 
Broughton, Don (Det.) 
Brush, Detective Gary 
Cammack, Shelbie 






STATE OF IDAHO VS. TOREY ADAMCIK - POTENTIAL WITNESS LIST - PAGE I OF 4 




Csajko, Frank (Det.) 
Cunningham, Joel 
Cushman, Gary (Officer) 
Dixon, Danni 
Donahue, Julie (Det.) 
Draper, Brian Lee 






Foltz, Tom (Det.) , i 
Ganske, John (Det.) 
Gardner, Kaleb 
Garrison, Dr. Charles (MO) 
Gravatt, Heather 
Graves, Sandra 
Guess, Stacey (ISP) 
Hall, Cynthia (ISP) 
Hamilton, Alex (Det.) I 
Harmon, Heather 
Harris, Randall P. 
Hatch, Karen 
Henderson, Darrell Wayne 
Henderson, Sheri Dora 




Jardine, Gabe Joel 
Jardine, Jennifer Lynnette 
Kempf, John (Det.) 
Knapp, Patti 
Lacey, Joseph Thomas 
Lance, Dave 
Lanham, Matthew 
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Larson, Shannon 
Leavitt, Nurse Amanda 
Lindberg, Derek 
Lucero, Joe 





McDowell, Rocklan (ISP) I 
McIntire, Shaylyn 
Morgan, Dustin Jade 
Nelson, Joy 
Nelson, Lacey Anne 
Nelson, Ralph 





Phillips, Amber Chanteal 
Phillips, April 







Schei, Roger (Officer) 
Schulthies, Randall 
Sellers, Tom (Det.) 
Semons, Wade Douglas 




Skoumal, Dr. Steven 
Smith, Angela 
Smith, Dora 
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JUROR# ____ _ 
Smith, Ethan 
Smith, Riley 






Thomas, Andy (Det.) 
Underwood, John 
Vollmer, Toni (Det.) 






Wyckoff, Don (Officer) 
Young, Ronald 
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mROR# ____ _ 
MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING A TIORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
IDAHO FALLS, Idaho 83405-1219-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
VIC A. PEARSON 158#6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
"" r'''''' 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CR-06-17984-FE-C 
EIGHTH SUPPLEMENTAL 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: BRON M. RAMMELL, DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for the 
Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through VIC A. PEARSON, 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
supplements its response to Defendant's Request for Discovery as follows: 
RESPONSE NO.4: The attached Bannock County Detective Division Interview 
room recording log, consisting of 1 page is attached for reference. 
RESPONSE NO.7: Please see updated Bannock County Sheriff's Department 
Offense Report No. 07-B0620, consisting of 3 pages attached hereto and incorporated 
by reference. 
RESPONSE - Page 1 
The State reserves the right to supplement this response upon receipt of evidence 
not currently in our possession . 
• jl,.,. 
DATED this £ day of April, 2007. 
VIC A. PEARSON 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
• If... 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this ~ day of April, 2007, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY was 
delivered to the following: 
BRON M. RAMMELL 
DIAL MAY & RAMMELL 
PO BOX 370 
POCATELLO, 1083204-0370 
RESPONSE - Page 2 
VIC A. PEARSON 
[] mail-
postage prepaid 
[X] hand delivery 
[] facsimile 234-2961 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. ... ~ 
DIAL, MA Y & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 




COMES NOW Defendant Torey Adamcik, through counsel, and moves this Court 
for an Order in Limine causing the State to deliver the following items to Forensic 
Laboratory Crime Scene Technologies, LLC, located at 11125 Flintkote Ave, Suite A, 
San Diego, CA 92121 on or before April 13, 2007: 
1. The "Calvin Klein shirt" (item M25) in its entirety, or, in the 
alternative, a "swatch" taken from the inside neck portion of the 
shirt, and a "swatch" taken from the armpit area of said shirt in a 
size deemed appropriate by said independent laboratory; 
2. The right-handed "Puma" glove (item M23A) in its entirety; 
3. Bloodstains from the known blood sample of Brian Draper (item 
M32A); 
4. Bloodstain samples prepared from the known blood sample of 
Cassie Stoddart (item M2A); 
~ 96-
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PAGE I 
5. Bloodstain samples prepared from the known blood sample of 
Torey Adamcik (item M33A); 
6. Fingernail clippings (items M2H and M2I); and 
7. All oral swabs (items M32B, M33B, and M34B). 
A verbal stipulation has been reached in this matter, but as of the filing of this 
Motion, the Stipulation has not been signed, and Defense counsel is concerned that if the 
information is not produced immediately, it will be too late to test the materials without 
incurring exorbitant costs and fees for said testing. 
The testing of the materials requested is critical to the defense of this matter. 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2007. 
CERTIFIC T 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
Attorneys for Defendant 
I certify that on this date a copy of the tion in Limine Re: Testing of Forensic 
Evidence was served on the following named personal at the addresses shown and in the 
manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2007. 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - MOTI 
PAGE 2 
] U.S. Mail 
] Han Ivery 
acsimile 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 o Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
.~. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
MOTION IN LIMINE RE: 
SEQUESTERING OF WITNESSES AND 
LIMITED PUBLICATION OF THE 
DRAPER VIDEOTAPE 
COMES NOW Defendant Torey Adamcik, through counsel, and moves this Court 
for an Order preventing public dissemination (outside of the Courthouse) of the Brian 
Draper homemade videotape until Torey Adamcik's Trial. 
Additionally, Torey Adamcik requests that the witnesses in the case of State of 
Idaho v. Brian Draper, who are also identified as possible witnesses in the case of State 
of Idaho v. Torey Adamcik be sequestered and not allowed to converse with each other 
regarding their testimony until all witnesses common to both cases have been examined 
in the Adamcik Trial. This request is made pursuant to Idaho Rule of Evidence 615 and 
Idaho Criminal Rule 19-810. 
The purpose of this Motion is to secure due process and a fair and impartial Trial 
under the Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution. 
Due to the high pUblicity of this case and the inflammatory nature of the Draper 
videotape, if news outlets are allowed to publish the videotape, and if witnesses are 
6<7? 
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AND LIMITED PUBLICATION OF THE DRAPER VIDEOTAPE - PAGE I 
allowed to compare and even repair their testimony for the Adamcik Trial, it will be 
impossible for Torey Adamcik to receive a fair trial in Idaho. 
National media outlets have already contacted those involved with the case, and 
counsel has good cause to believe that if not limited by the Court, the videotape will be 
distributed not only at a local level, but at a national and possible even an international 
leveL This will make it impossible for Torey Adamcik to have a fair and impartial trial in 
Idaho. 
This request only extends to external publication of the video and its contents and 
quotations from it. 
The public nature of the trials can easily be preserved consistent with the Order 
requested in the sense that the jury may view the evidence and consider it, but the scope 
of the dissemination of the evidence will be limited to the courtroom. 
Publication of the Draper video to the public will result in the denial of due 
process, the right to confront and the right to equal protection as established by the Fifth, 
Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2007. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
Attorneys for Defendant 
677 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Motion in Limine Re: Sequestering of 
Witnesses and Limited Publication of the Draper Videotape was served on the following 
named personal at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2007. 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] !jaHdUelivery 
[/fFacsimile 
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Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
Plaintiff, 




COMES NOW Defendant Torey Adamcik, through counsel, and moves for an 
Order Shortening Time. This Motion applies to the Hearings addressing transportation of 
Torey Adamcik for psychological testing, for DNA testing, for the sequestering of 
witnesses and for limited publication of the Draper video. 
This Motion is made for the following reasons: 
Testing of Evidence: 
Defendant has not had access to the evidence and to reports 
regarding the evidence in question until recently, and it was 
therefore impossible to identify the items that needed further 
testing by the defense until recently. Waiting even two weeks will 
hinder the defense's ability to get this testing completed in time for 
Trial. 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - MOTION TO SHORTEN TIME - PAGE I 
Transportation to Dr. Corgiat's Office: 
Dr. Corgiat's availability and the need for further testing have only 
become issues within the past few days; 
Sequestering Witnesses and Limited Publication: 
The Motion to Sequester is a simple matter but is time sensitive. 
The Motion to Limit Publication has been occasioned by recent 
information that national media intends to be at the Draper Trial. 
Both issues address compliance with fundamental constitutional 
principles. 
WHEREFORE, Defendant Torey Adamcik requests that the time to hear said 
Motions be shortened. 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2007. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
Attorneys for Defendant 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Motion to Shorten Time was served on the 
following named personal at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, 10 83205-0050 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2007. 
7P 
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[ ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] Ha elivery 
[ acsimile 
TIME- PAGE 2 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
"'" Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
'_'t 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
Plaintiff, 




COMES NOW Defendant Torey Adamcik, through counsel, and requests and 
asks this Court for an Order transporting Torey Adamcik from the Bannock County Jail 
to the offices of Psychological Assessment Specialists, PLLC on Tuesday, April 17, 
2007, to be there no later than 2:00 p.m. on said date. 
A letter from Psychological Assessment Specialists explaining the need for 
transportation is attached hereto and incorporated into this Motion by reference. 
Conducting this testing is important to the Defendant both for medical purposes 
and for the preparation of his defense. 
The Defendant has not been convicted of any cnme, and is entitled to 
transportation under the Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States 
Constitution. 
WHEREFORE it is respectfully requested: 
1. That this Court issue an Order transporting Defendant Torey Adamcik 
from the Bannock County Jail for arrival at the offices of Psychological 
703 
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Assessment Specialists on Tuesday, April 17, 2007, to be there no later 
than 2:00 p.m. on said date. 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2007. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
Attorneys for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Motion to Transport was served on the 
following named personal at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this 6th day of April, 2007. 
] U.S. Mail 
] Ha e ivery 
acsimile 
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PSYCHOL06ISTS 
Mark D. Corgiat, Ph.D. 
Limlsoo, ID PSV-217 
Cliniail, CA PSY 1006, 
Theresa Ross, Ph.D. 
Ua!nsed, ID PSY-:!02084 
John L Christensen, Ph.D. 
Licensed, ID PSV-20214s 
Cynthia!. Amen, Ph.D. 
Licensed, ID PSV-l02Z17 
PROFESSIONAL 
COUNSELORS 
Marty T. Cooke, M.Coun. 
Uoonsed, ID l.CPC-1448 
Kimberly N. Buck, M.Coun. 
Lioonsed, ID LCPC-29U 
Tiffany Bascom, M.Coun. 




Mark D. COrgiat, Ph.D. 
John 1. Christensen, Ph.D. 
Psychological Assessment Specialists, PLL(~ 
500 South 11th Avenue, Suite 302 • P. O. Box 4986 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205-4986 
Phone: (208) 233-0150 . Fax: (208) 233-0159 
April S, 2007 
Bron Ramrnell, Attorney-at-Law 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
RE: Torey Adamick 
Dear Mr. RammelL: 
Through the course of working with Torey at the Bannock County Jail, it is my 
opinion that he would benefit from some neuropsychological assessment. 
Unfonunately, it is difficult to get that completed at the jail given that the test 
instruments are in the office and that type of testing requires some fleXlbility to 
utilize test instruments based on the performance within the context of the 
examination. Based on that, I would very much like to have them transport 
Torey to my office for neuropsychological testing. I would expect that the 
entire testing procedure would take 2 - 3 hours. 
Ifpossible, I would request that Torey be brought to my office at 2:00 p.m. on 
Tuesday, April 17, 2007. 
As we also discussed on the telephone, I strongly recommend that Torey be 
assessed for appropriateness of antidepressant medication management. My 
evaluation with him to date clearly indicates that he is struggling with severe 
affective symptoms consistent with depression and post traumatic stress 
disorder. 
Please contact me if you require additional infonnation regarding the 
neuropsychological testing. 
Sincerely. 
(Sent in absence to avoid delay)1t?V 
Mark D. Corgiat, Ph.D. 
Clinical Psychologist 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL. CHARTERED 
216 W. WhitmanIP.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRlCT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
STIPULATION TO ALLOW 
TRANSPORT 
Torey Adamcik, by and through his counsel ofrecol'd, Bron M. Rammell of the 
firm Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd., and the State of Idaho, by and through its counsel of 
record, Mark L. Hiedeman, Prosecutor for Bannock County, hereby stipulate that the 
State ofIdaho will transport Defendant Torey Adamcik to the offices of Psychological 
Assessment Specialists, P LLC, located at 500 South 11 th Avenue, ·Suite 302, Pocatello, 
Idaho; to be at said office by 2:00 p.m. on Tuesday, April 17, 2007, for a 





MARK. L. HIEDEMAN 
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STIPULATION TO ALLOW TRANSPORT - CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - PAGE 1 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DIST~I~ 
STATE OF IDAHO IN, AND FOR COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
Plaintiff, 




Based upon the Motion of counsel, the Defendant Torey Adamcik shall be transported to 
the Offices of Psychological Assessment Specialists, PLLC, located at 500 South 11 th A venue, 
Suite 302, Pocatello, Idaho, to be at said office by 2:00 p.m. on Tuesday, April 17, 2007, for a 
neuropsychological assessment. 
~ 
DATED this ~ day of April, 2007. 
HONORABLE PETER D. MCDERMOTT 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Order to Transport was served on the following 
named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bron M. Rammell 
Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd. 
PO Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED thisdy of April, 2007. 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ] HaE-d-Delivery 
k}1::J.S. Mail 
[ ] Facsimile 
~Delivery 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
Dale Hatch 
CLERK OF COURT 
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o 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
MOTION IN LIMINE RE: LIMITED 
PUBLICATION OF THE DRAPER 
VIDEOTAPE 
COMES NOW Defendant Torey Adamcik, through counsel, and moves this Court 
for an Order preventing public dissemination (outside of the Courthouse) of the Brian 
Draper homemade videotape until Torey Adamcik's TriaL 
The purpose of this Motion is to secure due process and a fair and impartial Trial 
under the Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution. 
Due to the high publicity of this case and the inflammatory nature of the Draper 
videotape, if news outlets are allowed to publish the videotape it will be impossible for 
Torey Adamcik to receive'a fair trial in Idaho. 
National media outlets have already contacted those involved with the case, and 
counsel has good cause to believe that if not limited by the Court, the videotape will be 
distributed not only at a local level, but at a national and possibley even an international 
leveL 
This request only extends to external publication of the video and its contents and 
quotations from it. 
7~:1 
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The public nature of trials can easily be preserved, consistent with the Order 
requested, in the sense that the jury may view the evidence and consider it, but the scope 
of the dissemination of the evidence will be limited to the courtroom. 
Publication of the Draper video to the public will result in the denial of due 
process, the right to confront and the right to equal protection as established by the Fifth, 
Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution. 
DATED this 9th day of April, 2007. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
Attorneys for Defendant 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Motion in Limine Re: Limited Publication 
of the Draper Videotape was served on the following named personal at the addresses 
shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
Randall D. Schulthies 
Bannock County Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, ID 83205 
DATED this 9th day of April, 2007. 
7/0 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] H~elivery 
[ ~acsimile 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] Delivery 
Facsimile 
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Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
STATE OF IDAHO IN, AND FOR COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
STIPULATION REGARDING MOTIONS 
SCHEDULED FOR MONDAY APRIL 9, 
2007, MONDAY APRIL 16,2007 AND 
MAY 4, 2007 
{\ TOREY ADAMCIK, 
Defendant. 
COMES NOW counsel for the above Parties and stipulate to the following: 
1. Witnesses Are Not to Communicate: 
Pursuant to Idaho Rule of Evidence 615 and Idaho Criminal Rule 19-810, 
witnesses who mayor are expected to testify in the case of the State of 
Idaho v. Brian Lee Draper will be instructed not to converse with each 
other regarding their testimony until the State of Idaho v. Torey Adamcik 
is concluded. 
2. Notice of Intent to Seek Life Without Parole: 
The Court may strike the State's Notice of Intent to Seek Life Without 
Parole. 
3. Transcripts: 
Counsel for Defendant, Torey Adamcik, may receive a copy of the 
Deposition of Charles 0. Garrison taken Friday, March 16,2007 (a copy 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - STIPULATION REGARDING MOTIONS SCHEDULED FOR MONDAY 
APRIL 9, 2007, MONDAY APRIL 16,2007 AND MAY 4,2007 - PAGE I 
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,~ 
of said Transcript was delivered to Adamcik's counsel on April 9, 2007), 
and a copy of the Transcript of the proceedings of March 9, 2007 (in the 
case of the State of Idaho v. Brian Lee Draper). 
4. Continuance of Hearings Scheduled for April 16,2007: 
Any and all Motions to Suppress (which specifically includes the 
interviews between Torey Adamcik and police or state personnel, and also 
the Brian Draper homemade videotape) will be heard on May 4,2007. 
The Motion to Dismiss and other Motions will be heard on April 23, 2007 
instead of April 16, 2007. 
5. Independent Testing of Forensic Evidence: 
The State will, within five (5) days of an Order, send items M32A, M2A, 
M33A, M2H, M2I, M32B, M33B and M34B (known bloodstains of Brian 
Draper, Cassie Stoddart and Torey Adamcik, fingernail clippings, and all 
oral swabs respectively), along with all swatches of clothing taken from 
the "Calvin Klein shirt" (M25) and the right handed "Puma" glove 
(M23A) to the following: 
Forensic Laboratory Crime Scene Technologies, LLC 
11125 Flintkote Ave, Suite A 
San Diego, CA 92121 
'fflljo J 
DATE ' 
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Richard A. Diehl (lSB #4969) 
Deputy City Attorney 
City of Pocatello Legal Department 
911 North 7th 
P.O. Box 4169 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
Telephone: (208) 234-6148 
FAX: (208) 234-6297 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF 















Case No. CR-2006-17984-FE 
MOTION TO QUASH 
SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM 
COMES NOW the City of Pocatello, a municipal corporation under the laws of 
the State of Idaho, by and through its attorney Richard A. Diehl, Jr., Deputy City Attorney, and 
respectfully moves this Court for an Order quashing the Defendant's Subpoena Duces Tecum 
which was served upon the City of Pocatello on March 30,2007. 
Said Subpoena Duces Tecum orders the City of Pocatello to deliver to the 
defendant's attorneys of record, by April 14th, 2007, the following documents: 
1 
A copy of Brian Lee Draper's entire employment file during his employment with 
the City of Pocatello which includes, but is not limited to, his application for 
employment with the City of Pocatello, and any documents evidencing any work 
clothes issued to Mr. Draper. 
The basis of this Motion to Quash is that such production and disclosure ofthe 
ordered documents violates the City of Pocatello' s obligation to protect personal and private 
information of a former employee. See Idaho Code § 9-340C (1). This Motion to Quash is 
made pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 17 (b) in that the requested documents contain privileged 
information and therefore the disclosure of such information would be umeasonable or 
oppressive. 
DATED this ~~Of April, 2007. 
Richard A. Diehl, Jr. I 
Attorney for City of Pocatello 
CERTIFICA TE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this I 'V1ra; of April, 2007, I served a true and 
correct copy of the above MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM by fax to the 
following person(s): 
Aaron N. Thompson 
Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd. 
216 W. Whitman 
P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
Fax: 234-2961 
David R. Martinez 
Bannock County Public Defenders Office 
141 N. 6th 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
Fax: 236-7048 
2 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SIXTH mDICIAL DISTRICT 
STATE OF IDAHO IN, AND FOR COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
Plaintiff, 




Based upon the oral stipulation presented to the Court on Wednesday, April 11,2007, at 
approximately 12:00 p.m., the following evidentiary items shall be sent immediately at the 
conclusion (conclusion is defined as after the jury reaches a verdict) of the case of State v. Brian 
Draper. The State is hereby ordered to send, via overnight mail (FedEx, DHL, Priority Mail), 
the following items in their entirety to the Defendant's independent laboratory, Forensic 
Laboratory Crime Scene Technologies, LLC, located at 11125 Flintkote Ave, Suite A, San 
Diego, CA 92121: 
1. The "Calvin Klein" shirt (item M25); and 
2. The right-handed "Puma" glove (item M23A). 
Mr. Adamcik, or an agent of his thereof, shall return the evidence within seven (7) days 
of his Trial, or May 23,2007. Defendant shall be responsible for all costs associated with said 
testing, including payment to the independent laboratories, costs of mailing thereof, etc. -DATED this J /day of April, 2007. 
~ 
HONORABLE PETER D. MCDERMOTT 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - ORDER RE: TESTING OF EVIDENTIARY [TEMS - PAGE I 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Order to Re: Testing of Evidentiary Items was 
served on the following named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bron M. Rammell 
Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd. 
PO Box 370 
Pocatello, ID 83204 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. BoxP 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
Randall D. Schulthies 
Bannock County Public Defender 
P.O. Box 4147 
Pocatello, ID 83205 
~ 
DATED thisLLday of April, 2007. 
[ ] Facsimile 
[ ~d Delivery 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] Facsimile 
[~d Delivery 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[-trfand Delivery 
[ ] Facsimile 
Dale Hatch 
CLERK OF COURT 
7/b 
CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - ORDER RE: TESTING OF EVIDENTIARY ITEMS - PAGE 2 
B,b,N~\\C;'::\;~ Cpl~~Lt'H 
MARK L. HIEDEMAN (~LEF"; ~ . -
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY \ 9 9: i 0 
P.O. BOX P 2Qul ~\r~L 
POCATELLO, IDAHO 83205-0050 , \I ~"."""_:';_"'.~.;.'''''' 
(208) 236-7280 B I ---" ,','j . DEr'\j i ! 
VIC A. PEARSON, ISB #6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecutor 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











CASE NO. CR-06-17984-FE-C-AA 




COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through MARK L. HIEDEMAN, 
Prosecuting Attorney for Bannock County, Idaho, and respectfully moves the Court for an 
Order amending the Prosecuting Attorney's Information as reflected in the Amended 
Prosecuting Attorney's Information filed in this matter. 
;a-rJ4--
DATED this _r_' day of April, 2007. 
~S:A/ ~ 
M L. HIEDEMAN 
Prosecuting Attorney 
VIC A. PEARSON, ISB #6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecutor 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 




















MARK L. HIEDEMAN, Prosecuting Attorney, in and for Bannock County, 
State of Idaho, who, in the name and by the authority of said State prosecutes in its 
behalf, in proper person comes into said District Court in the County of Bannock, State of 
Idaho, on the ~ay of April, 2007, and gives the Court to understand and be informed 
that TOREY MICHAEL ADAMCIK is accused by this information of the crime of 1 COUNT 
MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, Idaho Code §18-4001-02-03(a), and 1 COUNT 
CONSPIRACY TO COMMIT MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, Idaho Code 
§§18-4001-02-03(a) and §18-1701, committed as follows: 
71P 
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S INFORMATION Page 1 
COUNT 1 
MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE 
That the said TOREY MICHAEL ADAMCIK, in the 
State of Idaho, on or between the 22nd and 23rd days of September, 
unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice afore 
murder Cassie Stoddart, a human being, by purchasing knives and 
Stoddart from which the victim died in Bannock County, Idaho. 
COUNT 2 
CONSPIRACY TO COMMIT MURDER IN THE FIRST 
That the said TOREY MICHAEL ADAMCIK, in the County 
State of Idaho, on or between the 22nd and 23rd days of September, 
and knowingly, combine and conspire with TOREY MICHAEL ADAMe 
crime of MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, an offense prescribed 
State of Idaho, Idaho Code §18-4001-02-03(a) 
Overt Acts 
1. On or about the 29th and/or 30th days of August, 2006, TOR 
ADAMCIK, did purchase and/or receive knives that were 
commission of the murder of Cassie Stoddart. 




days of September, 2006. 
ADAMCIK, did travel to the residence located at 11372 Whisptr 
Pocatello, Bannock County, Idaho, with Brian Lee Draper to 
murder of Cassie Stoddart. 
3. On or about the 22nd and/or 23rd days of September, 2006, 
MICHAEL ADAMCIK did retrieve from a vehicle a change of 
and murder weapons which were used in the commission of 
Cassie Stoddart. 
4. On or about the 22nd and/or 23rd days of September, 2006, TOREY 
MICHAEL ADAMCIK did lie in wait in the downstairs portion 
located at 11372 Whispering Cliffs, Pocatello, Bannock County, 
preparation of committing the murder of Cassie Stoddart. 
711 
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All of which is contrary to the form of the statute in such case in said State 
made and provided and against the peace and dignity of the State of Idaho. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
COUNTY OF BANNOCK ) 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Bannock County, Idaho 
I, DALE HATCH, Clerk of the District Court of the Sixth Judicial District, in 
and for the County of Bannock, State of Idaho, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a 
true and correct copy of the original information filed in my office on the __ day of 




PROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S INFORMATION Page 3 
FILE CuPY 
MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
IDAHO FALLS, Idaho 83405-1219-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
.. 7 --", j 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
TOREY MICHAEL ADAMCIK, 
Defendant. 
) CASE NO. CR-06-17984-FE 
) 
OBJECTIONS TO JUROR 
QUESTIONNAIRE & NOTICE 






COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through MARK L. 
HIEDEMAN Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, and 
enters objections to the Juror Questionnaire submitted by defense as follows: 
Page 2 - Question 4 -~-
Page 8 - Question 1 0 ~ - () jL. 
Page9-Questions 12,13,14, 15 ~ 
Page 10 - Question 19 & 5 '" .f'\.1) ... ~ 
Page 12 - Under media coverage/knowledge of the case, paragraph 
explanation - [and convicted] "It 
7;)../ 
F/ !; Li 
f, 
Page 14 - Questions 15 (continuing on page 15 A & 8) ~-
'-
Page 15-Questions18, 19,20 &21 ~ ~--
Page 16 - Questions 22 & 23 ~ () K 
Page 17 - Question 6 ~ 
Page 20 - Question 6 - needs to be Conspiracy to Commit ~der ~ 
/J_~~ 
Page 22 - Questions 21 & 22 If' K. .... _~ ~ c_ _ __ " 
Page23-Questions23&24 tp k...-~ .-~ 
In addition, the State believes that all questions should be consecutively numbered. ~ 
DATED This Ltf11ay of April, 2007. 
~£AX.N~,(J//£,ry 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
o ,,- _~ 
; ;--,. ,< ...... '
4 rj ~ r;: (1 
1 ,! c~*" t".J U 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA 
MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT 
TO HAVE UNRECORDED AND 
PRIVATE CONVERSATIONS WITH 
HIS PARENTS TO PREPARE 
DEFENSE 
Defendant, Torey Adamcik, by and through his counsel of record, Dial, May & 
Rammell, Chtd., hereby moves this Court for an Order allowing Torey Adamcik's 
parents, Shannon and Sean Adamcik, to assist their minor child, Torey Adamcik, in the 
preparation of his defense in this matter by allowing them to communicate with him 
without having said communications recorded, monitored, or reviewed by the State. This 
Motion is based on Idaho Code § 9-203, Idaho Rules of Evidence 514, the 5th, 6th, and 8th 
Amendments to the United States Constitution, Article 1 §§ 6, 13, and 18 of the Idaho 
Constitution, and the Memorandum attached hereto. 
WHEREFORE, Defendant Torey Adamcik requests that he be allowed to 
communicate with his parents in a format that is unrecorded and unmonitored by the 
/ 
State or it's employees or agents, in order for Defendant to adequately prepare his 
defense, to preserve his constitutional right not to be punished prior to conviction, and to 
7cA3 
MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT TO HAVE UNRECORDED CONVERSA nONS WITH HIS 
PARENTS TO PREPARE DEFENSE CASE # CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - Page 1 
preserve the principles of presumption of innocence and due process. These 
communications should be at least two times per week for approximately one hour each, 
and should take place at the Bannock County jail. 
DATED this 19th day of April 2007. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHTD. 
I certify that on this date a copy of the Motion to Allow Defendant to have 
Unrecorded Conversations with his Parents to Prepare Defense was served on the 
following named persons at the addresses shown and in the m er indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor 
P.O. Box P 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 
DATED this 19th day of April, 2007. 
[ Facsimile 
[ ] Hand Delivery 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT TO HAVE UNRECORDED CONVERSA nONS WITH HIS 
PARENTS TO PREPARE DEFENSE - CASE # CR-2006-17984-FE-AA- Page 2 
Bron M. Rammell, Esq. 
Aaron N. Thompson, Esq. 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHARTERED 
216 W. Whitman/P.O. Box 370 
Pocatello, Idaho 83204-0370 
Phone: (208) 233-0132 Fax: (208) 234-2961 
Idaho State Bar No. 4389 
Idaho State Bar No. 6235 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 





CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT 
TO HA VE UNRECORDED AND 
PRIVATE CONVERA TIONS 
Defendant Torey Adamcik, by and through his counsel of record, Bron M. 
Rammell, of the firm Dial, May & Rammell, Chtd., hereby respectfully submits this 
Memorandum in support of Torey Adamcik's motion to allow him to have unrecorded 
and private conversations with his parents in order to prepare his defense: 
HISTORY 
The Defendant is a 16-year-old minor incarcerated in the Bannock County jail. 
He has never been convicted of a crime. He is awaiting trial, scheduled to begin May 30, 
2007. Currently, each and every conversation between Torey and his mother and/or 
father is recorded, monitored, and reviewed by the state. 
ARGUMENT 
By very definition, a 16-year-old minor is of limited capacity and ability, and 
clearly needs and is entitled to unique assistance in order to adequately prepare a defense. 
'7~:r 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT TO HAVE UNRECORDED 
AND PRIVATE CONVERSA nONS - CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - PAGE # I 
\(1 
This is particularly so in a case dealing with accusations and charges of the magnitude of 
this case. Idaho Code § 9-203 (7) and Idaho Rule of Evidence 514 makes 
communications between children and parents confidential. 
Idaho Rules of Evidence 514 (a) says "a communication is 'confidential' if it is 
made by a minor child to the child's parent. .. and is not intended for disclosure to any 
other person." No exceptions apply to the present circumstance. 
Presently, Torey Adamcik is prevented from having even basic communications 
with his parents about anything, including his case and his defense, without the State 
knowing the entire sum and substance of each communication. Counsel for the defense 
has contacted the sheriff's office, who has refused a request that these parentlchild 
communications be unrecorded and private. 
Not only are these conversations between Torey and his parents privileged, but 
they are vital to the preparation of Torey's defense, because he is a minor and oflimited 
capacity. It is imperative that his parents assist him and his counsel in order to preserve 
his right to a fair trial and not be punished prior to conviction. 
Torey's family has limited and finite resources, and it is improperly punitive to 
force his family to pay for each and every private conversation with him prior to any 
conviction. Torey is presumed innocent. He is entitled to a full and fair opportunity to 
prepare a defense to the charges against him. 
The fifth, sixth, and eighth amendments to the United States Constitution and 
Article 1 section 6, 13, and 18 of the Idaho Constitution provide the foundation for 
accused citizens to receive due process and for the public to obtain justice. Article 1 
section 18 demands that "Justice shall be administered without...prejudice [emphasis 
added]. As a minor who is incarcerated in isolation, prior to conviction, it can not be said 
that justice will be administered without prejudice ifhe is not allowed the basic ability to 
communicate with his parents in private and confidentially. 
CONCLUSION 
Torey Adamcik respectfully requests that this Court grant the relief he seeks in his 
motion to allow unrecorded and private conversations with his parents in order to prepare 
his defense. 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT TO HAVE UNRECORDED 
AND PRIVATE CONVERSATIONS - CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - PAGE #2 
DATED this tl- day of April, 2007. 
CERTIFICATE F 
DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, CHTD. 
Attorneys for Defendant 
1)/ I certify that on this date a copy of the Memorandum in Support of Motion to 
1\ U Allow Defendant to have Unrecorded and Private Conversations was served on the 
following named persons at the addresses shown and in the manner indicated. 
Bannock County Prosecutor LJ~~~jle 
P.O. Box P [ ] Hand Delivery 
Pocatello, ID 83205-0050 [ ] U.S. Mail 
DA TED this if day of April, 2007 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO ALLOW DEFENDANT TO HAVE UNRECORDED 
AND PRIVATE CONVERSA nONS - CASE NO. CR-2006-17984-FE-AA - PAGE #3 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT_LI 
IN AND FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCKT"~ 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 















CASE NO. CR2006-17984FE-AA 
MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER 
The above entitled matter came before the Court this 11 th day of April, 2007 
pursuant to Defendant's Motion in Limine Re: Testing of Forensic Evidence. Aaron 
Thompson appeared on behalf of Defendant. Mark L. Hiedeman, Bannock County 
Prosecuting Attorney, and Vic A. Pearson Chief Deputy Bannock County Prosecuting 
Attorney, appeared on behalf of the State ofIdaho. 
At the outset the Court received oral argument of counsel regarding Defendant's 
Motion in Limine regarding Testing of Forensic Evidence. Counsel advised counsel 
Stipulate regarding the Calvin Klein Shirt and right Puma Glove and same will be 
released following a verdict in the State vs. Brian Draper Jury Trial and same can be sent 
to an independent laboratory. 
Regarding Defendant's Motion concerning mutual witnesses in State v. Draper to 
be called during State vs. Adamcik trial that they will not discuss or communicate any 




Regarding State's Notice ofIntent to Seek Life Without Parole, in light of the 
Court's previous ruling in State vs. Draper, same is herewith STRIKEN. 
Regarding the March 9,2007, deposition of Dr. Charles Garrison and transcript 
requested by Defendant Adamcik, counsel stipulated to same. 
Defendant's Motion to suppress Interviews of Defendant Torey Adamcik and the 
homemade video shall be heard at the May 4,2007, hearing. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 11 th day of April, 2007. 
Copies to: 
Mark L. HiedemanlVic A. Pearson 
Aaron Thompson/Bron Rammell 
Case No.CR2006-17984FE-AA 
Order 
Page 2 of2 
e~ 
PETER D. McDERMOTT 
District Judge 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR THE STATE OF IDAHO, COUNTY OF BANNOCK 














CASE NO. CR2006-17984FE-AA 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 
TOREY MICHAEL ADAMCIK, 
 
Defendant. 
MINUTE ENTRY AND ORDER 
The above entitled matter carne before the Court this 13th day of April, 2007, 
pursuant to City of Pocatello Motion to Quash Subpoena for records of Brian Draper. 
Counsel advised the Court that Defendant Adamcik's counsel withdrew the 
Subpoena and same is QUASHED. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this 13th day of April, 2007. 
Copies to: 
Mark L. HiedemanlVic A. Pearson 
Aaron Thompson/Bron Rarnmell 
Case No.CR2006-17984FE-AA 
Order 
Page 1 of 1 
PETER D. McDERMOTT 
District Judge 
ORIGIN 
MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. BoxP 
r: {'1 
~l • -; L.it .... oJ''''; 
Pocatello, Idaho 83205 
Telephone: (208) 236-7280 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT FOR THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 




) Case No. CR-06-17984-FE 
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COMES NOW MARK L. HIEDEMAN, Prosecuting Attorney, in and for Bannock 
County, State of Idaho, and files this Motion for Reconsideration of the partial granting of 
the defendant having unrecorded and private conversations with his parents to prepare his 
defense granted by the Court on April 23, 2007 due to the Bannock County Sheriffs Office 
being unable to comply with such an order. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED thi;;-.s ~~ 
Bannock County Prosecuting Attorney 
731 
MARK L. HIEDEMAN 
BANNOCK COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
P.O. Box P 
IDAHO FALLS, Idaho 83405-1219-0050 
(208) 236-7280 
VIC A. PEARSON 158#6429 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BANNOCK 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CR-06-17984-FE-C 
NINTH SUPPLEMENTAL 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: BRON M. RAMMELL, DIAL, MAY & RAMMELL, Pocatello, Idaho, Attorney for the 
Defendant. 
COMES NOW, the State of Idaho, by and through VIC A. PEARSON, 
Assistant Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County of Bannock, Idaho, 
and supplements its response to Defendant's Request for Discovery as follows: 
RESPONSE NO.4: The following is a list of documents and tangible objects that 
may used at the time of trial: Idaho State Police Forensic Services Forensic 
Criminalistic Analysis Report - FINGERPRINTS supplied to defense counsel on April 
16,2007. 
RESPONSE - Page 1 
RESPONSE NO.5: The following is a list of physical or mental examinations 
and/or scientific tests or experiments made in connection with this case: Idaho State 
Police Forensic Services Forensic Criminalistic Analysis Report - FINGERPRINTS 
supplied to defense counsel on April 16, 2007. 
The State reserves the right to supplement this response upon receipt of evidence 
not currently in our possession. 
DATED this il day of April, 2007. 
VIC A. PEARSON 
Chief Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this fl day of April, 2007, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY was 
delivered to the following: 
BRON M. RAMMELL 
DIAL MAY & RAMMELL 
POBOX 370 
POCATELLO, 10 83204-0370 




[ ] hand delivery 
[x] facsimile 234-2961 
